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TO  ESTABLISH  AN  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

(H.R.  6904,  H.R.  6905,  S.  2026) 


TU3EDAY,  JUNE  16,  1959 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 
Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

and  Senate  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

W ashington,  D.G. 

The  House  subcommittee  and  the  Senate  committee  met,  pursuant 
to  call,  at  10  a.m.,  in  the  Old  Supreme  Court  Chamber,  U.S.  Capitol 
Building,  Representative  L.  H.  Fountain  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Fountain,  Dwyer,  Smith,  Langen;  and 
Senator  Muskie. 

Also  present :  Dr.  Delphis  C.  Goldberg,  professional  staff  member, 
and  James  R.  Naughton,  counsel,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Sub¬ 
committee;  Walter  L.  Reynolds,  staff  director,  and  Dr.  Eli  E.  Noble¬ 
man,  professional  staff  member,  Senate  Committee  on  Government 
Operations. 

Representative  Fountain.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

The  hearings  which  begin  this  morning  are  being  held  jointly  by 
the  House  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee  and  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Government  Operations.  The  purpose  of  these  hear¬ 
ings  is  to  obtain  testimony  on  three  identical  bills — H.R.  6904,  H.R. 
6905,  and  S.  2026 — to  establish  a  permanent  Advisory  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations.  The  bills  under  consideration  will  be 
placed  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  bills  referred  to,  H.R.  6904,  H.R.  6905,  and  S.  2026,  are 
identical,  therefore  only  H.R.  6904  follows:) 

[Hi.R.  6904,  86th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

Section  1.  There  is  hereby  established  a  permanent  bipartisan  commission  to 
be  known  as  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  herein¬ 
after  referred  to  as  the  “Commission”. 

DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  Because  the  complexity  of  modern  life  intensifies  the  need  in  a  federal 
form  of  government  for  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities 
between  the  levels  of  government,  and  because  population  growth  and  scientific 
developments  portend  an  increasingly  complex  society  in  future  years,  it  is  es- 
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sential  that  an  appropriate  agency  be  established  to  give  continuing  attention  to 
intergovernmental  problems. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in  the  performance  of  its  duties  will — 

(1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments  for  the  consideration  of  common  problems ; 

(2)  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  administration  and  coordination  of 
Federal  grant  and  other  programs  requiring  intergovernmental  cooperation ; 

(3)  give  critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and  controls  involved  in  the 
administration  of  Federal  grant  programs ; 

(4)  make  available  technical  assistance  to  the  executive  and  legislative 
branches  of  the  Federal  Government  in  the  review  of  proposed  legislation  to 
determine  its  overall  effect  on  the  Federal  system  ; 

(5)  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an  early  stage  of  emerging  public 
problems  that  are  likely  to  require  intergovernmental  cooperation,  and 

(6)  recommend,  within  the  framework  of  the  Constitution,  the  most  de¬ 
sirable  allocation  of  governmental  functions  and  responsibilities  among  the 
several  levels  of  government. 

MEMBERSHIP  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed  of  twenty-four  members,  as 
follows : 

(1)  Six  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  three  of  whom  shall 
be  officers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  and  three  private  citizens, 
all  of  whom  shall  have  had  experience  or  familiarity  with  relations  between 
the  levels  of  government ; 

(2)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Senate,  who  shall  be  Members 
of  the  Senate ; 

(3)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  who 
shall  be  Members  of  the  House ; 

(4)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at  least  six  Governors 
submitted  by  the  Governors’  Conference ; 

(5)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at  least  five  members  of 
State  legislative  bodies  submitted  by  the  board  of  managers  of  the  Council  of 
State  Governments ; 

(6)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at  least  six  mayors  sub¬ 
mitted  jointly  by  the  American  Municipal  Association  and  the  United  States  Con¬ 
ference  of  Mayors ; 

(7)  One  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at  least  two  elected  county 
officers  submitted  by  the  National  Association  of  County  Officials. 

(b)  The  members  appointed  from  private  life  under  paragraph  (1)  of  sub¬ 
section  (a)  shall  be  appointed  without  regard  to  political  affiliation;  of  each 
class  of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a),  two 
shall  be  from  the  majority  party  of  the  respective  houses ;  of  each  class  of  mem¬ 
bers  enumerated  in  paragraphs  (4),  (5),  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a),  not  more 
than  two  shall  be  from  any  one  political  party ;  of  each  class  of  members  enum¬ 
erated  in  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a),  not  more  than  one  shall  be 
from  any  one  State;  at  least  two  of  the  appointees  under  paragraph  (6)  of  sub¬ 
section  (a)  shall  be  from  cities  under  five  hundred  thousand  population. 

(c)  The  term  of  office  of  each  member  of  the  Commission  shall  be  two  years, 
but  members  shall  be  eligible  for  reappointment. 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  President  shall  convene  the  Commission  within  ninety  days 
following  enactment  of  this  Act,  at  such  time  and  place  as  he  may  designate  for 
the  Commission’s  initial  meeting.  The  President,  or  his  designee,  shall  serve 
as  the  Commission’s  temporary  Chairman  pending  the  election  of  a  permanent 
Chairman. 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  elect  a  Chairman  and  a  Vice  Chairman  from  among 
its  members. 

(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the  Commission  shall  be  filled  in  the 
same  manner  in  which  the  original  appointment  was  made ;  except  that  where 
the  number  of  vacancies  is  fewer  than  the  number  of  members  specified  in  para¬ 
graphs  4,  5,  and  6  of  section  3(a),  each  panel  of  names  submitted  in  accordance 
with  the  aforementioned  paragraphs  shall  contain  at  least  one  name  more  than 
the  number  of  vacancies. 
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(d)  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in  the  official  position  from  which 
originally  appointed  under  section  3(a),  his  place  on  the  Commission  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  vacant. 

(e)  Twelve  members  of  the  Commission  shall  constitute  a  qourum,  but  two 
or  more  members  shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the  purpose  of  conducting 
hearings. 

DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Commission — 

(1)  to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to  make  such  studies  and  investiga¬ 
tions  as  are  necessary  or  desirable  in  the  accomplishment  of  the  purposes 
set  forth  in  section  2  of  this  Act ; 

(2)  to  consider,  on  its  own  initiative,  ways  and  means  for  fostering  bet¬ 
ter  relations  between  the  levels  of  government ; 

(3)  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the  President  and  the  Congress  on  or 
before  January  31  of  each  year.  The  Commission  may  also  submit  such 
additional  reports  to  the  President,  to  the  Congress  or  any  committee  of  the 
Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of  government  or  organization  as  the  Commission 
may  deem  appropriate. 

POWERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  6  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the  authorization  of  the  Commission,  any 
subcommittee  or  members  thereof,  may,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act,  hold  such  hearings,  take  such  testimony,  and  sit  and  act  at 
such  times  and  places  as  the  Commission  deems  advisable.  Any  member  of  the 
Commission  may  administer  oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses  appearing  before 
the  Commission  or  any  subcommittee  or  members  thereof. 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instrumentality  of  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government,  including  independent  agencies,  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
furnish  to  the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by  the  Chairman  or  Vice  Chair¬ 
man,  such  information  as  the  Commission  deems  necessary  to  carry  out  its 
functions  under  this  Act. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of, 
and  remove  a  staff  director  without  regard  to  the  civil  service  laws  and  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949.  Such  appointment  shall  be  made  solely  on  the  basis 
of  fitness  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  position  and  without  regard  to  political 
affiliation. 

(d)  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  adopted  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  the  Chairman,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service  laws  and  the  Classifica¬ 
tion  Act  of  1949,  and  without  reference  to  political  affiliation,  shall  have  the 
power — 

(1)  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of,  and  remove  such  other  personnel 
as  he  deems  necessary 

(2)  to  procure  temporary  and  intermittent  services  to  the  same  extent  as 
is  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a)  but  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50  a  day  for  individuals. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  persons  in  the  employ  of  the 
Commission  under  subsections  (c)  and  (d)(1)  of  this  section  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  Federal  employees  for  all  purposes,  including — 

(1)  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2251-2267), 

(2)  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  2091-2103), 

(3)  annual  and  sick  leave,  and 

(4)  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  835-842) . 

(f)  No  individual  employed  in  the  service  of  the  Commission  shall  be  paid 
compensation  for  such  employment  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  $20,000  per  annum. 

COMPENSATION  OF  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are  Members  of  Congress,  offi¬ 
cers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government,  Governors,  or  full-time 
salaried  officers  of  city  and  county  governments  shall  serve  without  compen¬ 
sation  in  addition  to  that  received  in  their  regular  public  employment,  but 
shall  be  allowed  necessary  travel  expenses,  including  subsistence  (or,  in  the 
alternative,  a  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence  not  to  exceed  the  rate  prescribed 
in  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended),  without  regard  to  the  Travel 


4  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 


Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  835-S42),  the  Standardized  Gov¬ 
ernment  Travel  Regulations,  or  section  10  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1933  (5  U.S.C. 
73b),  and  other  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the  performance  of 
duties  vested  in  the  Commission. 

(b)  Members  of  the  Commission,  other  than  those  to  whom  subsection  (a) 
is  applicable,  shall  receive  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $50  per  day  for  each 
day  they  are  engaged  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of  the 
Commission  and  shall  be  entitled  to  reimbursement  for  travel,  subsistence,  and 
other  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the  performance  of  their  duties 
as  members  of  the  Commission,  as  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Representative  Fountain.  The  bills  before  us  are  designed  to  carry 
out  a  recommendation  of  House  Report  No.  2533,  which  was  unani¬ 
mously  adopted  in  August  1958  by  the  House  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations.  That  report  on  Federal-State-local  relations,  as 
many  of  you  know,  was  based  upon  considerable  study  and  extensive 
hearings  conducted  by  our  subcommittee  both  here  and  throughout 
the  country. 

An  important  function  of  the  Commission  would  be  that  of  bring¬ 
ing  together  Federal,  State,  and  local  officials  on  a  continuing  basis  for 
discussion  of  the  problems  which  concern  all  levels  of  government. 
Just  as  it  is  an  impediment  in  international  affairs,  so,  too,  the  lack 
of  effective  communication  often  contributes  to  misunderstandings  in 
our  domestic  relations  and  sometimes  even  promotes  hostility  between 
levels  of  government.  It  is  my  hope  that  by  periodically  bringing 
together  Federal,  State,  and  local  officials,  representing  both  the  execu¬ 
tive  and  legislative  branches,  the  Commission  would  provide  a  favor¬ 
able  atmosphere  for  promoting  mutual  understanding  and  would  help 
to  produce  a  smoother  functioning  of  our  Federal  system.  One  of 
the  best  ways  to  avoid  undue  centralization  of  government,  in  my 
judgment,  is  to  provide  effective  channels  of  communication  and  to 
encourage  joint  discussion  of  intergovernmental  problems  by  the 
representatives  of  all  levels  of  government. 

Invitations  to  testify  in  these  hearings  have  been  sent  to  each  of  the 
Governors  and  to  the  Council  of  State  Governments,  as  well  as  to 
the  several  organizations  which  represent  the  cities  and  counties.  In¬ 
vitations  were  also  sent  to  all  of  the  members  of  State  legislatures  who 
had  participated  in  the  subcommittee’s  regional  hearings.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  interested  organizations  and  individuals  have  been  encouraged 
to  submit  statements  on  the  bills  under  consideration  this  morning. 

We  have  been  informed  that  Gov.  Foster  Furcolo  of  Massachusetts, 
who  was  to  have  testified  this  morning,  has  been  unavoidably  detained 
by  State  business.  However,  the  Governor’s  office  is  trying  to  work 
out  his  schedule  so  that  he  might  appear  at  one  of  our  later  hearings. 
If  that  does  not  prove  possible,  the  Governor  has  indicated  that  he 
will  submit  a  statement. 

The  subcommittee  is  honored  to  have  the  distinguished  Senator  and 
former  Governor  of  the  State  of  Maine  representing  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Government  Operations  in  these  hearings.  Senator 
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Muskie,  I  might  observe,  has  been  joined  by  25  cosponsors  in  intro¬ 
ducing  his  bill,  S.  2026. 

Before  calling  our  first  witness,  I  am  going  to  yield  to  Senator 
Muskie  for  any  statement  he  may  care  to  make. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you,  Congressman  Fountain. 

I  might  say  at  the  outset  that  it  is  a  privilege  for  me  to  participate 
in  this  culmination  of  your  work  of  the  past  2  years.  I  followed  that 
work  as  Governor,  although  I  wasn't  able  to  testify  at  any  of  your 
hearings. 

I  am  happy  to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  that  you  have  made 
in  your  statement. 

People  look  at  this  problem  of  intergovernmental  relations  from 
many  points  of  view.  There  are  wide  dilferences  of  opinion  as  to  what 
each  of  the  three  levels  of  government  ought  to  do  in  the  way  of 
sendee.  Some  people  feel  that  the  Federal  Government  is  doing  too 
much;  some  people  feel  that  the  State  governments  are  not  doing 
enough ;  some  people  feel  that  there  is  a  deterioration  of  responsibility 
in  local  government. 

All  too  often,  I  think,  there  is  a  tendency  to  think  of  intergovern¬ 
mental  relations  in  terms  of  arbitrarily  reallocating  responsibilities 
from  one  level  to  another. 

I  think  efforts  of  this  kind  have  been  made  several  times,  as  your 
subcommittee  brought  out  in  the  course  of  its  hearings,  over  a  con¬ 
siderable  period  of  time. 

This  approach  never  produces  desirable  results.  We  have  actu¬ 
ally  not  three  systems  of  government,  but  one,  inextricably  inter¬ 
woven,  under  our  constitutional  system.  Yet  we  have  no  effective 
means  at  any  one  place  of  taking  the  long  view  of  the  interrelation¬ 
ship  between  these  levels  of  government. 

I  think  we  ought  to  think  of  it  as  one  system  performing  all  of 
the  services  which  the  American  people  think  that  government  ought 
to  perform,  but  it  is  this  problem  of  the  interrelationship  of  these 
levels  of  government  to  which  this  legislation  is  addressed,  not  in 
terms,  necessarily  as  I  see  it,  of  recommending  a  reallocation  of  func¬ 
tions,  although  that  may  be  a  result,  but  in  terms  of  working  out 
a  smooth  relationship  between  these  various  levels. 

The  Governors’  Conference  over  the  past  4  years  has  been  very 
closely  interested  in  this  problem.  As  your  subcommittee  notes  in 
its  report,  a  joint  task  force  was  set  up  2  years  ago  pursuant  to  the 
recommendation  of  the  President,  a  force  made  up  of  State  Governors 
and  representatives  of  Federal  agencies,  with  the  purpose  of  recom¬ 
mending  a  reallocation  of  functions. 

Two  Governors’  Conferences  have  discussed  this  problem.  It  has 
been  discussed  as  well  in  the  executive  committee  of  the  national 
Governors’  Conference. 

I  think  it  is  significant  that  although  this  work  has  been  going  on 
in  the  national  Governors’  Conference  for  2  years,  no  concrete  re¬ 
sults  have  been  developed. 

I  think  this  points  up  what  I  said  earlier,  that  this  approach  rarely, 
if  ever,  works.  I  hope  that  in  the  course  of  these  hearings  we  may 
pinpoint  some  of  the  practical  and  realistic  approaches  that  may  be 
made  toward  the  problem  of  bringing  these  levels  of  government 
closer  together  and  working  more  effectively  and  efficiently  together. 
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I  think  it  is  interesting  that  on  the  Senate  side  we  have  these  25 
cosponsors.  No  particular  effort  was  made  to  interest  the  Senators 
cosponsoring  it.  I  think  we  did  solicit  maybe  half  a  dozen  Senators 
to  participate  in  this  legislation,  but  the  subject  itself  apparently  had 
such  interest  for  these  other  Senators  who  cosponsored  that  they 
spontaneously  came  forward.  Not  all  of  them  have  the  same  philoso¬ 
phy  of  government ;  not  all  of  them  have  the  same  view  as  to  what  the 
various  levels  of  government  ought  to  be  doing,  but  they  all  recog¬ 
nized  that  an  examination  of  this  problem  can  be  productive  of 
greater  efficiency  and  greater  economy  in  the  Government. 

I  was  also  privileged  to  invite  all  of  the  Governors  of  the  49  States 
to  participate  in  these  hearings.  My  personal  relationship  with  them 
over  the  past  4  years  made  this  a  pleasant  task  as  well  as,  I  hope,  a 
constructive  effort. 

I  am  interested  in  the  replies  which  we  are  receiving.  By  and 
large,  these  letters  are  approving  of  this  effort  and  in  the  course  of  the 
morning  I  think  that  we  will  insert  some  of  these  statements  in  the 
record. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  very  much,  Senator  Muskie. 

I  had  occasion,  incidentally,  to  speak  to  the  North  Carolina  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  County  Commissioners  in  Asheville,  N.C.,  yesterday,  and 
the  one  thing  that  I  attempted  to  point  out  was  that  in  our  Federal 
system,  if  it  is  to  function  efficiently  and  effectively,  we  must  have 
cooperation  and  harmonious  working  relationships  between  the  vari¬ 
ous  levels  of  government.  I  think  on  that  point  they  all  agreed. 

We  have  on  our  subcommittee  the  distinguished  gentlewoman  from 
New  Jersey,  Mi’s.  Dwyer,  who  has  been  most  active  in  our  work  and 
who  has  attended  almost  all  of  our  hearings.  She  has  made  a  valu¬ 
able  contribution  to  the  work  of  our  subcommittee  on  the  subject  of 
Federal-State-local  relations. 

I  wonder  if  Mrs.  Dwyer  would  like  to  make  a  statement  at  this  time. 

Representative  Dwyer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Senator 
Muskie. 

At  the  outset  of  these  hearings,  I  should  like  to  state  in  a  very  few 
words  what  I  understand  to  be  the  purpose  of  the  legislation  we  have 
introduced — both  in  terms  of  what  it  is  and  what  it  is  not. 

The  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  would 
be  essentially,  as  its  name  implies,  a  study  group,  a  thinking  and  in¬ 
forming  group. 

It  would  not  be  an  action  group,  in  the  sense  of  having  executive- 
type  responsibilities.  Hence,  there  would  be  no  real  temptation  to 
expand  or  mushroom  as  bureaucratic  organizations  are  sometimes 
prone  to  do. 

The  membership  of  the  Advisory  Commission  would  be  drawn  from 
among  active  and  responsible  public  officials  at  all  levels  of  Govern¬ 
ment — Federal,  State,  county,  and  municipal.  Thus,  the  contribu¬ 
tions  of  people  directly  involved  with  the  problems  under  con¬ 
sideration  would  gain  immensely  in  immediacy  and  relevancy  and 
practicality. 

The  Advisory  Commission  would  be  established  neither  to  expand 
the  use  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  nor  to  restrict  them.  Its 
purpose  would  be  to  improve  them:  by  better  planning  based  on 
hitherto  unavailable  information  and  data;  by  a  wider,  more  timely 
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exchange  of  information  among  affected  governmental  units;  by  more 
consistent  definition  of  the  purposes  and  limitations  of  grants-in-aid; 
by  utilizing  available  experience  to  determine  the  most  effective  cri¬ 
teria,  standards,  and  principles  to  govern  the  operation  and  discon¬ 
tinuance  of  specific  grant  programs. 

It  is  generally  accepted  that  the  Federal  grant  method  of  cooperat¬ 
ing  with  State  and  local  governments  has  achieved  a  great  deal  of 
good. 

The  time  has  come  to  establish  a  continuing  means  whereby  grants- 
in-aid  can  be  made  to  accomplish  their  purposes  with  maximum 
effectiveness  and  efficiency  and  at  minimum  expense  and  interference. 

Our  federal  system  of  government  is  often  praised  and  sworn  by. 
Here,  it  seems  to  me,  is  an  opportunity  to  strengthen  it  for  the  chal¬ 
lenging  days  ahead. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mrs.  Dwyer. 

Does  any  other  member  of  the  committee  desire  to  make  a  state¬ 
ment  before  we  proceed  ? 

Representative  Smith.  I  would  like  to  associate  myself  with  the 
remarks  made  by  the  Chairman  and  Mrs.  Dwyer  and  Senator  Muskie. 
Any  time  I  might  take  in  repeating  any  of  these  points  would  be  a 
mere  duplication  on  my  part. 

Representative  Fountain.  Preliminaries  having  been  disposed  of, 
we  will  call  our  first  witness.  Since  that  witness  is  the  distinguished 
first  citizen  of  the  State  of  one  of  our  subcommittee  members,  Con¬ 
gressman  Neal  Smith,  I  am  going  to  ask  Mr.  Smith  if  he  will  present 
the  witness. 

Representative  Smith.  I  will  be  very  glad  to. 

As  I  have  just  said,  I  think  the  statements  that  you  made  have 
provided  very  good  foundation  for  this  hearing  and  I  think  that  it  is 
also  very  timely. 

I  think  it  is  fine  that  we  have  as  our  first  witness  a  man  who  has 
experienced  municipal-State  problems.  It  has  been  alleged  that 
he  is  increasingly  interested  in  national  problems,  but  be  that  as  it 
may,  as  a  mayor  of  a  city  in  Iowa  and  having  been  Governor  during 
two  terms  in  the  legislature  and  still  the  Governor  of  the  State  of 
Iowa,  he  has  become  well  aware  of  the  problems  that  are  involved 
and  the  work  that  this  kind  of  a  commission  would  intend  to  do. 

It  is  my  pleasure  to  present  to  you  at  this  time  Governor  Loveless 
of  the  State  of  IowTa. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  HERSCHEL  C.  LOVELESS,  GOVERNOR  OF  THE 

STATE  OF  IOWA 

Representative  Fountain.  Governor  Loveless,  it  is  a  real  pleasure 
to  have  you  witli  us  again. 

I  am  sure  I  speak  for  other  members  of  the  committee  as  well  as 
myself  when  I  say  that  we  appreciate  very  much  the  constructive 
interest  you  have  given  to  the  problems  of  intergovernmental  rela¬ 
tionships  and  the  very  substantial  assistance  you  have  given  the  sub¬ 
committee  in  its  work  on  this  subject. 

We  found  your  testimony  in  our  hearings  in  Kansas  City  in  1957 
to  be  very  helpful.  In  fact,  there  were  many  complimentary  remarks 
from  Members  of  Congress  about  your  testimony.  We  are  very  glad 
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to  have  an  opportunity  to  get  your  advice  on  the  legislation  which  we 
are  now  considering. 

I  might  add  that  we  are  also  pleased,  as  I  have  already  mentioned, 
that  we  now  have  a  member  of  the  subcommittee  from  your  State  who 
is  doing  a  splendid  job,  not  only  as  a  member  of  this  subcommittee 
and  the  full  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  but  as  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  Congress.  I  am  sure  it  comes  as  no  surprise  to  you  when  I 
say  these  things  and  point  out  that  he  is  a  very  hard-working  Member 
of  the  Congress. 

We  are  very  happy  to  have  you  with  us,  and  you  may  now  proceed. 

Governor  Loveless.  Thank  you,  Congressman  Fountain. 

Senator  Muskie.  May  I  add  that  I  am  particularly  happy  to  wel¬ 
come  Governor  Loveless  to  this  hearing.  I  have  had  a  very  pleasant 
relationship  with  him  over  the  past  2  years. 

I  think  it  ought  to  be  indicated  on  the  record  that  Governor  Love¬ 
less’  opinions  ought  to  be  given  particular  weight  because  he  is  really 
an  exponent  of  efficiency  and  economy  in  Government.  He  has  had 
experience  in  two  legislatures. 

Now  he  has  managed  to  get  through  without  asking  for  more  taxes, 
which  I  think  is  sort  of  a  hallmark  m  this  day  of  rising  taxes. 

So  we  await  your  opinions,  Herschel,  with  a  great  deal  of  interest. 

Governor  Loveless.  Thank  you,  Senator  Muskie. 

Members  of  the  committee,  I  am  privileged  by  this  opportunity  to 
testify  before  you  this  morning  concerning  the  proposed  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  permanent  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations,  as  provided  for  in  H.R.  6904,  H.R.  6905,  and  S.  2026. 

The  statements  concerning  the  need  for  this  legislation  that  have 
already  been  made  by  Senator  Muskie,  Senator  Case,  Congressman 
Fountain,  and  the  other  distinguished  sponsors  of  this  measure  have 
been  admirably  clear  and  convincing.  I  do  not  flatter  myself  by 
believing  that  I  can  add  anything  of  startling  originality  to  these 
statements  and  to  the  impressive  report  submitted  by  the  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Relations  Subcommittee.  My  purpose,  rather,  is  simply 
to  try  to  bring  to  you  a  viewpoint  that  I  feel  to  be  fairly  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  State  of  Iowa.  This  viewpoint  has  been  formed  from 
my  own  personal  experience  in  municipal  and  State  government  and 
from  consultation  with  those  department  heads  of  our  State  govern¬ 
ment  who  have  had  the  most  extensive  experience  with  shared  respon¬ 
sibility  programs. 

Whenever  a  new  governmental  agency  is  proposed — particularly  a 
board  or  commission — there  are  always  those  persons  who  throw  up 
their  hands  in  holy  horror  and  say:  “What,  another  one?”  Quite 
frankly,  I  am  one  of  those  persons  myself. 

But  where  the  need  for  a  specific  service  exists,  and  there  is  no  other 
agency  meeting  this  need,  then  I  feel  we  must  relax  our  rule-of-thumb 
prejudice  against  new  commissions.  As  you  all  know,  a  number  of 
important  studies  have  been  made  of  intergovernmental  relations  in 
recent  years.  As  I  read  the  record,  these  studies — especially  the  work 
of  the  Kestnbaum  Commission  and  the  House  Intergovernmental  Re¬ 
lations  Subcommittee— strongly  establish  the  existence  of  this  need. 
I  have  no  hesitancy  in  telling  you  that  my  experience  on  the  State 
level  in  Iowa  bears  this  out. 
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The  people  of  the  State  of  Iowa  are  jealous,  and  rightly  so,  I  think, 
of  the  prerogatives  of  State  and  local  government.  They  would  say 
a  fervent  “Amen”  to  the  statement  in  the  subcommittee’s  report  which 
accepts  “as  a  guiding  principle  the  belief  that  strong  local  self-gov¬ 
ernment  is  essential  in  a  democratic  society.” 

But  even  if  one  were  a  radical  exponent  of  States  rights — and 
which  most,  of  our  people  are  not — this  would  not  be  a  valid  reason 
for  opposing  the  establishment  of  this  permanent  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  you  are  considering  today.  An  ounce  of  knowledge  is  worth  a 
ton  of  prejudice  in  protecting  the  legitimate  interests  of  sound  local 
government.  At  the  present  time,  there  is  no  clearinghouse  of  in¬ 
formation,  no  agency  that  can  supply  detailed  and  authoritative  data 
on  the  complex  intergovernmental  relationships  under  our  Federal 
system.  In  my  opinion,  the  proposed  bipartisan  Commission  would 
serve  an  extremely  useful  purpose  to  State  and  local  officials,  and 
would  actually  provide  an  effective  means  of  protecting  their  prerog¬ 
atives. 

We  are  not,  at  this  juncture,  debating  the  merits  or  lack  of  merits 
of  shared  responsibility  programs.  These  programs  we  already  have, 
and  they  are  big  and  complex.  They  are  costly,  of  course. 

I  do  not  for  a  moment  believe  that  the  people  of  our  State  are 
foolish  enough  to  believe  that  Federal  money  is  “free”  money.  We 
realize  that  we  pay  our  share  of  governmental  expenditures  on  all 
levels. 

But  in  the  existing  framework  of  intergovernmental  operations,  who 
can  estimate  the  saving  to  the  taxpayer  of  a  closer  coordination  be¬ 
tween  Federal,  State,  and  local  government,  the  elimination  of  dupli¬ 
cations,  and  the  exploitation  of  the  vast  potential  of  united  effort? 

Coordination  is  an  urgent  need  between  the  agencies  of  government 
at  any  level.  It  is  an  equally  urgent  need  between  the  levels  of 
government. 

The  proposed  Federal  Advisory  Commission  could  serve  an  in¬ 
valuable  function  in  encouraging  and  pointing  the  way  for  increased 
coordination.  And  I  feel  sure  that  such  a  service  would  result  in  sub¬ 
stantial  economies  for  the  long-suffering  taxpayer. 

We  live  in  a  time  of  bewildering  change  and  complexity.  Almost 
every  new  public  problem  that  arises— radiation  hazard,  for  ex¬ 
ample — involves  government  at  all  levels.  An  impartial  agency  is 
needed  to  encourage  cooperation  rather  than  division  between  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  and  local  government,  if  wTe  are  to  meet  these  new  prob¬ 
lems  with  maximum  effectiveness. 

A  further  important  educational  service  could  be  provided  in  the 
clarification  of  the  functions  of  the  various  levels  of  government  for 
public  information.  Every  thoughtful  person  is  concerned  these  days, 
I  believe,  with  the  widespread  indifference  among  our  people  concern¬ 
ing  public  affairs.  This  indifference  is  due  in  part  to  their  loss  of  con¬ 
fidence  in  the  value  of  their  individual  effort.  Our  individuality  tends 
to  be  swallowed  up  in  bigness — big  scientific  achievements,  big  busi¬ 
ness,  big  labor,  and,  of  course,  big  government.  A  clarification  of 
the  functions  of  government  on  the  various  levels  would,  I  think,  tend 
to  offset  this  indifference.  It  would  help  restore  the  individual  citi¬ 
zen’s  sense  of  identity  in  relation  to  government,  and  this  in  turn 
would  tend  to  restore  his  faith  in  the  worth  of  individual  effort.  In 
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my  opinion,  a  better  knowledge  of  intergovernmental  relationships  on 
the  part  of  the  general  public  would  be  of  distinct  value  to  the  func¬ 
tioning  of  our  democracy. 

In  Iowa  during  the  past  couple  of  years  a  great  part  of  my  effort 
has  been  directed  to  the  job  of  bringing  about  better  coordination  be¬ 
tween  the  various  agencies  within  the  State  government.  Now  we  are 
shifting  our  emphasis  on  closer  teamwork  between  State  and  local 
agencies.  Many  of  our  most  serious  problems  in  such  areas,  for 
example,  as  law  enforcement,  welfare,  education,  and  conservation 
will,  I  am  confident,  be  greatly  helped  by  breaking  down  barriers  and 
promoting  mutual  understanding.  Such  situations  between  officials 
working  in  different  levels  of  government  develop  because  of  lack  of 
communication  and  insufficient  knowledge  of  each  other’s  problems. 
The  obvious  answer  is  for  the  representatives  of  the  various  levels  of 
government  to  get  together  and  resolve  their  differences.  I  believe 
the  proposed  Advisory  Commission  could  provide  an  excellent  medium 
for  bringing  together  representatives  of  State,  Federal,  and  local  gov¬ 
ernment  under  the  most  favorable  circumstances  possible. 

In  Iowa,  our  58th  general  assembly  has  rather  recently  adjourned. 
As  I  look  back  over  this  session,  I  am  thoroughly  convinced  that  more 
accurate  and  comprehensive  information  on  intergovernmental  prob¬ 
lems — grants-in-aid,  for  example — would  have  been  of  the  greatest 
help  to  our  legislators.  We  urgently  need  a  clearinghouse  for  such 
information,  and  the  proposed  Advisory  Commission  could  serve  as 
such  a  clearinghouse. 

During  debate  in  this  legislative  session,  one  well-meaning  legisla¬ 
tor  opposed  a  Federal  shared-responsibility  program  that  was  under 
consideration  on  the  basis  that  it  might  cost  the  State  $6  or  $8  million. 
The  highest  informed  estimate  the  departmental  experts  could  arrive 
at  for  this  program  was  $600,000.  An  official  source  of  information 
was  needed  to  confirm  the  figure.  A  well-drawn  county  reorganiza¬ 
tion  bill  was  defeated  on  the  grounds  that  it  would  infringe  on  the 
authority  of  local  government.  The  proponents  of  the  bill  did  a  good 
job  of  presenting  the  measure,  but  if  they  could  have  cited  compara¬ 
tive  facts  and  figures  on  county  reorganization,  identifying  the  source 
of  the  information  as  an  authoritative,  impartial  commission  on  in¬ 
tergovernmental  relations,  I  believe  the  outcome  in  the  case  of  this 
particular  legislation  might  have  been  different. 

I  believe  that  almost  everyone  would  agree  that  one  of  the  vital 
needs  in  all  strata  of  government  is  for  longer  range  planning.  Con¬ 
ditions  change  so  rapidly,  we  need  to  look  ahead  in  both  our  legisla¬ 
tive  and  administrative  programs.  Short-range,  temporizing  pro¬ 
grams  are  apt  to  be  costly  and  inefficient.  Yet.  it  is  difficult  to  sell 
long-range  programs  to  State  legislatures  and  even  to  departmental 
heads.  Many  problems  could  be  averted  in  such  fields  of  shared  re¬ 
sponsibility  as  public  welfare,  employment  security,  and  public  health, 
if  we  would  use  a  little  more  foresight. 

HR.  6904  and  its  companion  bills  propose  that  the  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  would  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an  early  stage  of 
crucial  public  problems  that  will  be  of  mutual  concern  to  all  levels  of 
Government  in  years  ahead.  This  service,  I  am  convinced,  would 
have  a- favorable  influence  on  both  efficiency  and  economy  in  Govern¬ 
ment  operations. 
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Through  the  years  I  have  noted  that  congressional  committees 
strive  very  diligently  to  obtain  State  and  local  viewpoints  for  reference 
in  arriving  at  legislative  decisions.  The  fact  that  you  have  invited 
me  here  today  attests  to  your  desire  to  give  fair  consideration  to  re¬ 
gional  opinion.  It  strikes  me  that  the  proposed  Advisory  Commission 
might  be  a  logical  medium  for  providing  information  to  committees 
of  Congress  on  State  and  local  government  views  on  intergovernmen¬ 
tal  problems.  As  I  understand  it,  the  Commission  would  also  have 
facilities,  as  proposed,  to  make  available  technical  assistance  to  con¬ 
gressional  committees  in  assessing  the  overall  effects  of  legislative 
proposals  on  State  government.  The  Commission  could  encourage 
coordination  of  grant  programs  and  the  elimination  of  contradictory 
or  conflicting  grant  formulas  from  program  to  program. 

A  typical  area  in  which  there  is  a  tremendous  need  for  an  exhaus¬ 
tive,  unbiased  survey  is  in  the  field  of  residence  requirements  in  public 
assistance  programs.  This  matter  is  of  vital  concern  to  every  State 
and  county  in  the  Nation,  as  well  as  to  the  Federal  Government.  As 
you  may  know,  the  Governors’  Conference  has  appointed  a  committee 
to  study  certain  aspects  of  this  problem  and  formulate  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  establishing  more  uniform  and  equitable  residence  require¬ 
ments  between  the  States.  This  is  one  of  many  vitally  important 
phases  of  intergovernmental  responsibility  in  which  the  proposed 
Advisory  Commission  could  usefully  function  to  the  benefit  of  all 
concerned. 

Excellent  and  far  reaching  though  the  work  of  the  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  Subcommittee  has  been,  it  has,  as  its  report  indi¬ 
cates,  covered  only  a  part  of  the  vast  field  of  intergovernmental  re¬ 
lationships.  Its  work  was  largely  concentrated  on  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs.  But  in  the  preface  to  the  subcommittee’s  report  it  is 
pointed  out  that  there  are  also  many  nongrant  areas,  including  “reg¬ 
ulatory  activities,  law  enforcement,  water  and  other  natural-resource 
policies,  and  the  management  of  public  lands  and  military  installa¬ 
tions.” 

The  Kestnbaum  Commission,  for  its  part,  made  a  more  general 
evaluation  of  intergovernmental  responsibilities  and  relationships 
under  our  Federal  system.  I  believe  it  should  be  obvious  to  anyone 
familiar  with  the  subject  that  these  two  great  studies,  monumental 
though  they  have  been,  have  only  scratched  the  surface  of  the  vast 
and  changing  field  of  intergovernmental  relations. 

The  refinement  of  the  science  of  intergovernmental  relations,  I  am 
firmly  convinced,  is  an  important  key  to  the  future  success  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  under  our  Federal  system.  To  compete  with  totalitarian 
nations,  who  command  certain  efficiencies,  however  repugnant  their 
philosophy  may  be  to  us,  we  too  must  develop  new  methods  of  ob¬ 
taining  economy  and  efficiency  in  our  democratic  system.  Studious 
efforts  to  improve  coordination  and  eliminate  duplications  between 
the  levels  of  government,  both  in  regulatory  functions  and  in  meet¬ 
ing  human  needs,  will,  I  am  convinced,  do  wonders  toward  obtaining 
these  results. 

Of  course,  today,  as  heretofore  in  our  democracy,  our  problem  is 
a  dual  one.  We  do  not  propose  to  sacrifice  any  of  our  basic  liberties 
under  the  federal  system  in  our  zeal  to  make  government  work  more 
efficiently.  But,  as  I  have  stated  earlier,  I  am  convinced  that  the 
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true  prerogatives  of  State  and  local  government  can  best  be  pre¬ 
served  by  constant  study  and  reevaluation  of  the  appropriate  roles  of 
each  level  of  government  in  the  complicated  pattern  of  intergovern¬ 
mental  relations. 

Additional  studies  performed  by  temporary  commissions  and  ad 
hoc  committees  cannot  do  the  job.  The  face  of  government  changes 
too  rapidly.  A  permanent,  impartial  agency,  equipped  with  the 
necessary  resources,  is  required  for  this  important  work.  I  submit 
to  you  that  the  proposed  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  is  the  logical  answer. 

The  privilege  of  appearing  before  this  distinguished  body  and  the 
courteous  reception  you  have  accorded  me  serve  to  strengthen  my 
faith  in  the  ability  of  the  various  levels  of  our  government  to  work 
together  for  the  common  good.  Thank  you. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  very  much,  Governor  Love¬ 
less,  for  a  splendid  statement. 

I  note  that  you  have  given  us  a  number  of  specific  situations  in 
which  a  permanent  advisory  body  could  help  improve  relationships 
between  the  levels  of  government.  It  is  noteworthy  that  in  recom¬ 
mending  the  establishment  of  such  a  body,  our  committee  reported 
that  although  occasional  studies  and  ad  hoc  committees  serve  a  useful 
purpose,  they  are  not  an  effective  substitute  for  continuous  review  of 
intergovernmental  programs  and  problems  from  the  standpoint  of 
the  federal  system  as  a  whole. 

I  am  sure  some  of  the  members  of  the  committee  have  questions 
they  would  like  to  ask. 

Senator  Muskie. 

Senator  Muskie.  Governor,  I  noticed  that  you  have  referred  in 
your  statement  to  the  work  of  the  Fountain  subcommittee  as  well  as 
to  the  work  of  the  Kestnbaum  Commission. 

The  immediate  reaction  of  some  to  this  proposed  legislation  is  that 
it  might  duplicate  work  that  has  already  been  done.  You  have  in¬ 
dicated  in  your  statement  that  you  do  not  think  that  this  would  be  a 
duplication  with  respect  to  the  work  of  these  two  organizations. 

Now,  I  wonder  if  you  have  any  reaction  to  this:  whether  or  not 
this  would  be  a  duplication  of  the  work  of  the  joint  task  force  which 
was  set  up  under  the  sponsorship  of  both  the  President  and  of  the 
Governors’  Conference. 

Governor  Loveless.  Senator,  it  might  be  considered  a  duplication 
with  this  one  exception :  The  task  force  has  not  been  too  effective  in 
bringing  about  solutions  to  a  great  number  of  these  problems,  and  I 
have  the  feeling  it  is  because  of  a  basic  lack  of  complete  knowledge 
in  the  given  subjects  under  discussion. 

The  lack  of  communication  between  agencies — and  I  am  talking 
about  my  home  State  now,  I  am  not  talking  about  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment- — has  amazed  me.  I  think,  as  I  told  Congressman  Fountain’s 
group  in  Kansas  City,  I  found  that  some  of  them  didn’t  know  each 
other  and  they  had  been  in  government  for  20  years.  As  a  result, 
without  any  acquaintanceship,  they  kneAv  nothing  about  each  other’s 
functions. 

The  Kestnbaum  Commission’s  report  is  pretty  general  in  nature. 
I  think  you  must  get  down  to  pinpointing  these  particular  things. 
Generalizations  just  do  not  do  the  job. 
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Senator  Muskie.  The  joint  task  force,  as  you  know,  recommended 
the  turning  back  of  certain  specific  functions  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  the  States  and  also  made  a  recommendation  for  the  Federal 
Government  to  step  out,  or  at  least  step  out  partially,  from  the  tele¬ 
phone  tax  field  in  order  to  turn  over  tax  resources  to  local  govern¬ 
ments. 

I  wonder  if  you  concur  in  my  judgment  on  this  point — I  think  that 
the  Governors’  Conference  refused  to  go  along  with  that  recommenda¬ 
tion,  or  at  least  failed  to  go  along  with  that  recommendation  because 
the  net  result  would  have  been  the  creation  of  additional  burdens  for 
the  State  governments  least  able  to  bear  them.  I  wonder  if  you  con¬ 
cur  in  that  and  what  the  impact  of  that  report  would  have  been  on  the 
State  of  Iowa. 

Governor  Loveless.  Well,  basically,  I  think  we  have  to  be  practical 
in  this  thing  of  government,  and  I  think  we  must  readily  recognize 
that  a  great  multitude  of  the  programs  now  in  existence  are  shared 
responsibility  programs  which  would  become  nonexistent  were  it  not 
for  the  shared  responsibility. 

The  competitiveness  between  States  in  this  thing  of  taxes  makes 
this  a  crucial  problem. 

I  think,  Senator,  that  the  recognition  of  that  would  probably  be 
the  major  reason  for  the  Governors’  Conference  not  being  unanimous 
in  the  supporting  of  these  particular  programs  that  were  mentioned 
to  be  turned  back  to  the  individual  States  and  the  source  of  revenue 
turned  back;  because,  I  would  guess,  in  some  States  this  source  of 
revenue  would  become  nonexistent  unless  the  Federal  Government  re¬ 
turned  the  bulk  which  the  proposal,  if  I  recall  the  proposal  correctly, 
would  still  collect,  but  would  be  reallocated  to  the  States. 

So  I  just  cannot  quite  see  any  conflict  between  such  a  commission 
and  the  proposal  here,  or  the  advisory  group,  with  anything  that  has 
been  done  up  to  now. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  think  it  is  interesting  to  know,  and  you  may 
not  be  aware  of  this,  Governor,  that  the  joint  task  force  is  now  shift¬ 
ing  its  emphasis.  It  is  not  addressing  its  attention  so  much  to  the 
proposal  for  reallocating  Federal  functions  to  the  Statees  as  it  is  to 
working  in  the  very  area  that  is  covered  by  this  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion — that  is,  to  improving  the  practical  working  relationships  be¬ 
tween  the  various  levels  of  government. 

I  was  interested  in  one  of  the  statements  that  you  made  in  your 
statement,  Governor.  You  made  this  point : 

To  compete  witli  totalitarian  nations,  who  command  certain  efficiencies,  how¬ 
ever  repugnant  their  philosophy  may  be  to  us,  we  too  must  develop  new  methods 
of  obtaining  economy  and  efficiency  in  our  democratic  system. 

I  think  this  pinpoints  the  broad,  overall  problem  that  we  face.  It 
seems  to  me  that  we  have  two  problems  in  this  connection. 

First  of  all,  with  respect  to  the  governmental  system  that  we  have, 
the  Federal  system,  we  have  the  problem  of  developing  material  and 
human  resources  so  as  to  effectively  meet  the  challenge  of  the  totali¬ 
tarian  nations. 

We  have  the  added  problem,  the  second  problem,  of  relating  this 
overall  development  program  to  the  abilities  of  the  three  levels  of 
government  to  play  their  part  in  the  overall  problem. 


14  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

Would  it  be  your  opinion  in  this  connection  that  there  could  be  any 
major  shift  of  existing  responsibility  from  one  level  to  another? 

If  I  may  pinpoint  that  still  further,  what  is  the  trend  in  your  own 
State  as  between  State  and  local  governments?  Is  the  trend  such 
that  the  State  government  is  picking  up  a  greater  proportion  of  the 
burden  with  respect  to  various  programs,  or  is  the  trend  the  other 
way  ?  I  think  I  know  the  answer,  but  1  would  like  to  get  it  on  the 
record. 

Governor  Loveless.  Of  course,  the  trend  is  always  toward  the  State 
government  picking  up  more  of  the  responsibility  for  the  local  gov¬ 
ernment  operations,  financial  responsibilities  and  regulatory  responsi¬ 
bility,  and  I  think  that  this  is  not  entirely  desirable. 

I  think  that  each  function,  each  level  of  government,  should  retain 
its  own  level  of  responsibility  and  to  meet  the  needs  of  that  particular 
area  because  these  needs  change  geographically  and  the  makeup  of 
the  population  in  that  particular  area  differs  in  its  level  of  service 
demand  and  so  on. 

So  I  am  a  strong  believer,  of  course,  of  this  local  governmental  unit 
doing  its  very  best  to  take  care  of  its  own  individual  problems  without 
always  an  ever  larger  governmental  group  taking  over  their  respon¬ 
sibility. 

It  would  be  my  hope  that  with  the  establishment  of  such  a  group 
as  you  have  under  consideration  it  might  be  possible  to  collect,  from 
all  the  services  that  would  be  available  to  you,  some  practical  answers 
to  the  questions  that  face  State  legislative  assemblies,  as  I  mentioned 
earlier. 

Senator  Muskie.  You  referred  to  a  proposed  county  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  in  your  State.  The  effect  of  this  has  been  to  have  decreased 
local  responsibility? 

Governor  Loveless.  Actually  not.  Let  us  recognize  that  my  State, 
like  so  many  of  the  great  farm  regions,  has  had  a  tremendous  transi¬ 
tion  in  population  in  the  last  10  or  15  years. 

For  instance,  in  my  home  State  of  Iowa,  only  about  25  percent 
of  our  people  are  now  engaged  in  the  activity  of  farming.  The  popu¬ 
lation  shifts  have  been  tremendous.  We  have  the  same  number  of 
counties,  the  same  number  of  units  of  employees  within  each  county 
unit  that  we  had  when  the  population  of  Iowa  was  over  one-half 
farm  people.  In  more  than  one-half  of  our  counties,  total  popula¬ 
tion  is  less  than  it  was  a  half  century  ago.  The  need  for  county 
services  is  no  longer  there  on  the  same  scale  because  of  transportation 
facilities  and  so  on. 

We  have  counties,  I  should  say,  that  have  a  difficulty  meeting  their 
county  government  role,  because  of  the  shrinkage  of  their  tax  base 
and  their  taxpaying  people,  in  numbers. 

Senator  Muskie.  Actually,  the  purpose  is  to  strengthen  county 
government  by  taking  a  more  realistic  view  of  their  functions  in  the 
light  of  their  present  resources. 

Governor  Loveless.  That’s  right. 

Senator  Muskie.  You  referred  to  contradictory  and  conflicting 
grant  formulas  of  the  Federal-State  grant-in-aid  programs.  Do  you 
feel  in  some  respects  these  formulas  require  less  than  the  States  can 
afford  to  meet  in  terms  of  their  own  responsibilities  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  Well,  Senator - 
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Senator  Muskie.  Do  these  vary  from  50-50  programs  up  to  90-10  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  They  are  an  utterly  confusing  thing,  if  you 
will  pardon  again  a  point  of  personal  observation.  I  can  only  refer 
to  my  own  State  when  I  try  to  make  these  statements.  We  have  just 
in  the  last  year  and  a  half  sort  of  got  off  the  ground,  so  to  speak,  in 
the  area  of  rehabilitation  of  the  blind.  So,  in  trying  to  arrive  at  some 
sort  of  budget  figure  for  a  rapidly  increased  staffing,  to  this  moment 
I  am  not  real  sure  how  much  Uncle  Sam  is  paying  in  this  category 
because  of  30-70  and  50-50  and  so  on;  and  without  working  for 
months,  almost,  in  this  particular  field,  it  is  a  real  confusing  thing 
from  the  standpoint  of  those  of  us  that  happen  to  be  administrators 
of  State  government. 

Senator  Muskie.  Is  there  a  tendency  in  your  State  to  get  every 
Federal  dollar  that  it  is  possible  to  get  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  No,  actually  not.  We  are  quite  conservative 
people  out  in  Iowa  and  the  fact  of  the  matter  is,  it  was  not  until  a 
few  weeks  ago  that  our  legislative  body  was  induced  to  establish  a 
very  minor  permanent  and  total  disability  program.  We  are  far  from 
using  all  available  Federal  funds  in  this  area  as  well  as  some  of  the 
others. 

Senator  Muskie.  What  is  the  tendency  on  the  part  of  your  legis¬ 
lature,  when  it  has  a  choice,  as  between  applying  State  dollars  to  a 
purely  State  program,  and  a  Federal  program,  which  would  bring  in 
some  Federal  dollars?  Is  there  a  tendency  to  go  to  the  Federal  pro¬ 
gram  rather  than  the  State  program  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  I  think  the  tendency  is  to  do  that,  to  go  into 
the  Federal  program. 

Senator  Muskie.  So  that  actually  grant-in-aid  programs  can  distort 
your  effort  in  terms  of  what  might  be  best  for  the  State  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  That’s  true. 

Senator  Muskie.  Is  there  the  same  process  of  selectivity  as  between 
Federal  programs?  Some  of  these  programs  are  more  generous  to 
the  States  than  others.  Is  there  a  tendency  to  select  those  which  are 
more  generous  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  No,  basically  I  don’t  quite  find  that  to  exist  in 
the  most  of  our  grants-in-aid.  It  may  be  that  we  have  the  inclination 
to  preserve  the  status  quo  and  to  think  a  good  bit  before  moving  into 
anything  of  a  new  nature. 

Senator  Muskie.  There  is  some  complaint  in  Maine,  for  example, 
because  of  the  Federal  interstate  program,  with  its  generous  90-10 
allocation,  which  is  so  tempting  that  we  put  more  money  than,  we 
should  into  highways  and  less  money  than  we  should  into  education. 

Governor  Loveless.  Of  course,  we  have  no  choice,  so  to  speak,  under 
our  existing  road-use  tax  formulas,  for  example.  It  has  been  set  up 
for  quite  a  period  of  years  on  a  percentage  basis  between  cities  and 
towns  and  secondary  farm-to-market  roads  and  primary  roads,  for 
example;  so,  as  a  result,  we  use  only  what  is  available  in  each  one  of 
these  areas  without  any  particular  consideration  to  Federal  moneys 
available. 

Senator  Muskie.  Are  you  using  all  of  the  available  Federal  inter¬ 
state  money  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  Yes,  we  are. 
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Senator  Muskie.  Would  it  be  a  fair  statement  to  say  on  the  basis  of 
your  experience,  summing  up  what  we  have  been  discussing  here,  that 
there  is  some  tendency  on  the  part  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs, 
partly  because  they  exist,  partly  because  they  vary  in  formulas,  to  dis¬ 
tort  the  effort  of  the  State  government  in  meeting  the  needs  of  particu¬ 
lar  States? 

Governor  Loveless.  Senator,  that  is  a  hard  question  to  answer  in  a 
brief  sentence. 

In  the  vast  majority — and  I  wouldn’t  say  that  that  was  quite  the 
case  -  - 

Senator  Muskie.  When  I  was  Governor,  I  had  people  come  to  me 
and  say,  “Well  now,  could  you  get  somewhere  a  list  of  all  the  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  that  are  available  and  then  let’s  see  how  many 
of  these  we  can  pick  up  in  our  legislative  program  before  we  start 
paying  attention  to  our  own  business.” 

Governor  Loveless.  I  have  not  had  that  experience. 

Senator  Muskie.  This  is  one  of  the  reasons,  perhaps,  that  you  have 
not  had  to  ask  for  more  taxes. 

Governor  Loveless.  I  think  that  is  probably  right ;  yes. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you,  Governor. 

Representative  Dwyer.  I  want  to  say  that  Governor  Loveless  has 
given  us  a  very  valuable  statement  this  morning  and  a  contribution 
to  this  public  hearing. 

I  notice  on  page  3,  Governor,  you  say  that — 

during  debate  in  this  legislative  session,  one  well-meaning  legislator  opposed 
a  Federal  shared-responsibility  program  that  was  under  consideration  on  the 
basis  that  it  might  cost  the  State  $6  million  or  $8  million.  The  highest  in¬ 
formed  estimate  that  the  departmental  experts  could  arrive  at  for  this  program 
was  $600,000.  An  official  source  of  information  was  needed  to  confirm  the 
figure.” 

Would  you  feel,  then,  that  an  advisory  commission  such  as  the  one 
we  are  discussing  this  morning  would  be  valuable  to  that  legislator 
in  being  able  to  give  him  the  proper  information  as  to  just  how  much 
the  State  would  have  to  pay  in  that  particular  grant-in-aid  program? 

Governor  Loveless.  That’s  right,  an  official  source.  An  official 
source  of  figures  for  this  type  of  thing  would  be  invaluable,  I  am  sure, 
to  every  State  assembly  because  you  are  kind  of  prone  in  legislative 
debate  to  sort  of  pick  figures  out  of  the  air. 

I  might  cite  you  an  example :  We  have  a  statutory  limitation  on  the 
amount  of  money  we  spend  for  automobiles  for  State  patrol.  It  has 
been  $2,000.  I  had  to  ask  the  legislative  assembly  for  an  increase  to 
$2,750.  One  of  the  legislators  decided — “Well,  gee,  we  are  going  to 
try  to  buy  Buicks.  Let’s  cut  it  down  to  $2,250.” 

In  other  words,  in  the  heat  of  legislative  debate,  sometimes  inac¬ 
curacies  develop  in  quotations. 

Representative  Dwyer.  Governor,  do  you  feel  that  State  legislators 
would  use  this  service  rather  than  use  outside  sources  of  information  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  Oh  yes,  yes;  I  find  the  tendency  on  our  part 
is  to  use  official  documents  of  many  departments  such  as  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce,  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  so  on,  and 
they  are  accepted  completely  as  being  authoritative. 

Representative  Dwyer.  One  more  point  as  a  matter  of  curiosity : 
On  the  amount  of  money  which  was  used,  a  particular  grant - 
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Governor  Loveless.  It  was  a  tempered  victory  for  the  administra¬ 
tion.  I  got  about  a  fourth  of  the  way. 

Representative  Fountain.  Mr.  Smith. 

Representative  Smith.  Clarifying  a  little  bit  what  Senator  Mus- 
kie  asked  you  a  moment  ago,  in  the  terms  he  put  it,  perhaps  some 
of  these  grants-in-aid  have  distorted  the  needs  of  the  States;  but 
applying  it  to  the  situation  of  most  States  where  the  legislatures  are 
not  very  representative,  would  you  not  say  that  they  have  also  encour¬ 
aged  unrepresentative  legislatures  to  adopt  certain  programs  that  they 
might  otherwise  not  have  adopted  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  Yes,  I  would  think  you  are  probably  right, 
Congressman. 

Representative  Smith.  Even  though  they  work  with  the  brakes  on, 
they  still  might  eventually  move  toward  a  desired  program  a  little 
bit,  just  like  you  mentioned  a  little  bit  ago.  I  noticed  that  you 
mentioned  the  employment  security  legislation.  I  know  that  during 
the  last  session  of  the  legislature  I  received  an  inquiry  as  to  wdiether 
or  not  the  Employment  Security  Commission  could  do  certain  things 
with  the  funds  for  building.  As  I  understand  it,  they  have  been 
renting  the  building  for  a  fairly  substantial  sum,  and  have  been  using 
some  of  the  fund  in  that  manner.  That  is  just  one  example.  I  don’t 
know  what  ever  happened  to  the  bill,  but  I  think  this  is  one  example 
that  you  are  using. 

Governor  Loveless.  That  is  right,  and  this  might  be  of  interest  to 
the  committee:  The  necessary  legalizing  acts  for  the  building  con¬ 
struction,  the  acceptance  of  the  funds,  were  passed  by  the  legislature, 
but  they  inadvertently  forgot  to  appropriate  the  money. 

Representative  Smith.  I  have  been  interested  in  the  field  of  public 
welfare  for  a  long  time.  As  the  chairman  of  the  welfare  board  in 
Polk  County,  I  remember  that  we  had  certain  relief  programs  where 
the  county  paid  all  the  money  through  local  property  tax  and  then, 
under  the  aid  to  dependent  children  program,  the  county  pays  25 
percent  and  the  State  25  percent  and  the  Federal  50  percent. 

And  then,  of  course,  social  security,  which  is  a  Federal  program, 
affected  many  persons,  and  it  affects  the  need  or  lack  of  need  of  other 
programs  by  some  citizens. 

So,  we  had  these  varous  conflicts  all  wrapped  up  into  this  one 
agency. 

I  wasn’t  there  during  this  last  session  of  the  legislature,  but  in  the 
previous  session  of  the  legislature,  the  legislature  considered  laws 
that  might  even  disqualify  them  from  the  Federal  funds  and  throw 
more  upon  the  local  government.  I  assume  that  if  you  wanted  to 
enlarge  upon  this,  that  what  you  were  talking  about  in  public 
welfare - 

Governor  Loveless.  That  is  very  true.  This  is  one  of  the  fields 
that  could  have  a  tremendous  amount  of  elimination  of  duplication 
of  activity. 

We  are  struck  with  this  so  often  that  I  would  say  that  it  is  possible 
to  find  as  many  as  five  agencies  and  levels  of  government  dealing 
with  this  same  family  unit  through  one  means  or  another. 

Representative  Smith.  Has  it  been  your  observation  in  the  public 
welfare  field  that  it  is  sometimes  especially  difficult  to  find  out  what 
could  be  done  in  a  particular  case  by  another  agency  in  comparison 
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to  a  particular  program,  or  that  it  is  sometimes  rather  difficult  to 
find  out  which  program  would  be  the  best  or  which  combination  of 
programs  would  be  the  best  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  That’s  right.  We  have  established  a  six-times- 
a-year  intergovernmental  conference  within  the  agencies  of  the  State 
government  over  the  past  2  or  3  years  and  it  has  been  tremendously 
fruitful  to  the  individual  State  departments. 

Now,  in  about  35  or  40  days  from  now,  I  have  called  a  conference 
with  all  of  the  county  agencies  in  conjunction  with  the  State  agencies 
in  the  area  of  welfare  and  public  safety,  to  try  to  get  this  same 
information  out  into  the  county  levels,  find  out  what  their  problem  is. 

You  have  the  county  poor  farm.  You  have  the  soldiers’  and  sailors’ 
relief.  You  have  your  welfare  agencies,  your  old-age  assistance,  aid 
to  dependent  children,  and  so  on,  working  separately  on  a  par,  almost; 
yet,  with  the  same  family  unit,  in  many  instances ;  and  kind  of  jealousy 
guarding  their  prerogatives  in  each  of  these  areas,  you  know.  But  I 
have  found  that  once  you  can  get  them  together  that  they  will,  when 
they  understand  each  other,  what  each  is  doing,  they  are  more  in¬ 
clined  to  work  a  little  bit  together  and,  as  a  result,  it  saves  some  money. 

Representative  Smith.  That  is  all  I  have. 

Representative  Fountain.  Mr.  Langen. 

Representative  Langen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

First,  may  I  take  this  occasion  to  compliment  the  Governor  for  the 
very  concise  and  complete  statement  this  morning.  Coming  from  the 
neighboring  State  of  Minnesota,  may  I  say  that  it  is  a  real  pleasure  to 
have  you  here  this  morning.  1  am  sure  your  statement  indicates  a 
volume  of  effort,  and  thought  on  your  part. 

Now,  may  I  ask  this  question:  I  am  wondering  whether  you  as 
Governor  have  a  vision  of  the  scope  or  the  volume  within  which  this 
Commission  might  function. 

The  reason  I  ask  you  this  question  is  that  I  am  wondering  whether 
your  State  has  had  the  same  experience  as  mine.  Having  been  associ¬ 
ated  with  the  State  legislature  there  I  have  had  some  experience  with 
it.  I  believe  that  during  the  last  term  we  wound  up  with  some  40 
different  study  commissions,  all  of  them  studying  matters  of  definite 
importance  to  our  State,  all  of  which  are,  either  directly  or  indirectly, 
in  some  manner  or  another,  connected  with  Federal  activities.  I  can 
conceive  where  a  great  volume  of  the  need  for  study  and  information 
and  that  sort  of  thing  might  be  conveyed  through  a  Commission  such 
as  this. 

At  least  on  first  exposure  I  can  envision  that  there  might  be  a  prob¬ 
lem  as  to  what  field  we  are  going  to  place  the  most  emphasis  on,  not 
being  able  to  cover  all  of  them,  and  so  on. 

May  I  ask  whether  your  State  has  had  an  experience  comparable 
to  ours  in  the  field  of  study  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  Yes,  probably  not  of  that  magnitude.  We  usu¬ 
ally  end  up  a  legislative  assembly  with  three  or  four  study  groups.  We 
have  a  legislative  research  bureau  that  helps  to  relieve,  I  think,  some  of 
this  because  upon  the  initiative  of  a  group  of  legislators  they  can  re¬ 
quest  from  the  research  bureau  information  in  this  field  or  that. 

This  research  bureau,  of  course,  is  a  small  agency  of  State  govern¬ 
ment  and  must  depend  on  information  they  can  secure  from  your  State, 
for  example,  and  so  on,  and  accumulate  what  everyone  is  doing  with  it 
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and  try  to  analyze  it  and  try  to  present  it  to  this  legislative  group,  this 
group  of  legislators  that  might  request  the  informaion,  and  so  on. 

I  think  this  has  helped  a  great  deal  to  hold  down  the  number  of 
study  committees  because  of  the  existence  of  this  research  bureau. 

The  tendency  is,  and  true  enough,  because  of  lack  of  knowledge — 
for  instance,  our  recently  concluded  session  of  the  assembly  established 
a  group  to  analyze  and  look  into  our  whole  welfare  program.  I  am 
confident  that  in  the  early  months,  almost  years,  of  its  existence  a 
commission  such  as  you  have  under  consideration  here  today  would 
find  its  scope  to  be  broad  and  its  work  to  be  quite  voluminous. 

Of  course,  maybe,  if  you  will  permit  me  a  point  of  personal  obser¬ 
vation,  I  find  there  is  a  great  magnitude  of  the  work  of  legislative 
committees  in  past  years  gathering  dust  on  the  library  shelves  without 
much  being  done  with  it. 

Maybe  a  lot  of  those  dusty  volumes  might  have  some  valuable  im¬ 
port  to  a  group  that  would  make  some  practical  use  of  them. 

Representative  Langen.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  inquire  further, 
and  I  am  pleased  to  note  that  your  research  committee  seems  to  have 
functioned  in  a  little  different  manner  than  ours,  we  have  a  larger 
research  committee  in  Minnesota  as  well.  Because  of  the  require¬ 
ment  that  that  research  committee  is  not  permitted  to  make  recom¬ 
mendations — they  can  find  all  of  the  statistics  and  information  and  so 
on,  but  they  may  make  no  recommendations  to  the  State  legislature— 
we  have  had  this  experience,  that  the  research  committee  being  in 
existence,  it  is  ineligible  to  accept  all  of  the  requests  for  research  in 
this  field  or  that  field  and  that  something  ought  to  be  done  about  this 
problem  and  that  one. 

That,  in  turn,  is  referred  to  the  legislature  and  becomes  the  cause  for 
setting  up  a  further  study  commission  composed  of  legislative  mem¬ 
bers,  in  order  to  be  able  to  make  recommendations  to  the  State  legis¬ 
lature. 

Consequently,  the  research  commission  has  prompted  or  promoted 
a  good  many.  I  am  not  talking  against  that.  I  am  citing  it  as  an 
experience. 

I  think  a  good  deal  of  value  in  the  Commission  has  come  from  that. 
Do  you  envision  that  possibly  we  might  experience  the  same  result 
here  ? 

I  notice  that  one  of  the  requirements  is  that  the  Commission  also 
make  a  report  to  the  President  and  to  local  units  of  government. 

Would  that  report  as  well — do  you  in  your  estimation  feel  that  that 
report  as  well  should  contain  recommendations  to  the  President  or  to 
the  units  of  government  or  should  it  be  merely  a  report  that  states 
that  we  found  this  or  that  to  be  true  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  As  a  matter  of  personal  opinion,  I  would  think 
that  it  should  be  making  recommendations.  Our  research  group  fre¬ 
quently  draws  bills  to  correct  this  or  that  and  of  course  they  are  pre¬ 
sented  and  introduced  by  legislative  members,  but  they  will  prepare 
the  actual  document  for  the  legislators  who  are  interested  in  this  par¬ 
ticular  field  and  want  to  do  something  about  it. 

So  I  would  believe  that  as  a  matter  of  personal  opinion  the  group 
could  work  rather  effectively  in  making  actual  recommendations,  not 
just  pointing  up  a  problem  and  saying,  here  it  is;  what  do  you  want 
to  do  about  it  ? 
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Representative  Langen.  May  I  ask  one  further  question,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man  ? 

I  noted  your  reference  to  the  need  for  an  official  source  of  informa¬ 
tion  and  that  this  would  supply  a  source  that  we  might  rely  on  for  in¬ 
formation  concerning  the  various  problems  that  may  be  confronting 
the  intergovernmental  relations.  Would  it  be  your  opinion  that  a 
commission  such  as  this  would  be  more  of  an  offiical  source  of  in¬ 
formation  than  a  department  itself  that  was  dealing  with  that  particu¬ 
lar  topic  ? 

As  an  example,  we  had  a  problem  in  welfare  and  we  consulted  the 
department  dealing  in  that  subject — do  you  think  that  this  would  be 
a  better  source  of  information  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  Let  me  put  it  this  way :  I  think  it  would  be  a 
more  acceptable  source  because  my  experience  in  legislative  assemblies 
and  administration  has  been  that  the  general  public  is  pretty  much 
prone,  or  the  individual  legislator  is  pretty  much  prone  to  the  belief 
that  the  agency  involved  wants  to  sell  themselves  and  their  program 
and  maybe  questions  some  of  the  figures  that  are  given. 

I  think  that  is  basically  the  reason  for  the  establishment  in  my 
State  of  this  study  group  on  welfare. 

Representative  Langen.  May  I  interpret  that  to  mean  that  you,  in  a 
way,  feel  that  such  information  might  be  of  a  broader  scope  and 
possibly  a  little  more  unbiased  because  you  have  representatives  from 
a  wider  area  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  The  word  “unbiased”  I  think  is  the  descriptive 
word  that  I  would  want  to  use  in  relation  to  information  that  might 
be  available  from  such  a  commisison  or  advisory  council. 

Representative  Langen.  Thank  you,  Governor. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you. 

In  connection  with  what  has  been  said,  I  know  from  my  experi¬ 
ence  as  a  State  legislator  that  in  the  case  of  many  of  these  temporary 
committees,  their  studies  get  on  somebody’s  shelf  but  frequently  no 
effort  is  ever  made  to  implement  the  suggestions  and  recommendations 
of  those  committees. 

For  that  reason  I  am  one  of  those  who  has  been  somewhat  skeptical 
about  commissions,  even  though  they  often  serve  a  very  useful  purpose 
and  provide  an  abundance  of  material  for  the  people  engaged  in  teach¬ 
ing  and  research  and  others  specializing  in  the  particular  field  studied 
by  the  commission. 

But  the  more  we  analyzed  the  testimony  which  we  took  throughout 
the  country  and  realized  the  complicated  procedures  associated  with 
the  various  intergovernmental  programs,  the  more  we  became  con¬ 
vinced  that  if  a  commission  of  this  kind  were  on  a  permanent  basis, 
continuing  to  look  into  these  problems  and  to  analyze  them  and  to 
serve  as  a  kind  of  clearinghouse  between  the  various  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment — making  suggestions  to  them  as  well  as  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment — the  more  we  were  satisfied  that  if  this  type  of  commission  is 
handled  properly  it  could  serve  a  very  useful  purpose  and  ultimately 
might  well  result  in  greater  efficiency  and  economy  and  possibly  in 
less  centralization  of  authority  at  any  one  level  of  government. 

Governor,  I  would  like  to  ask  your  opinion  as  to  the  composition 
of  the  proposed  Commission.  Do  you  think  it  is  representative?  Do 
you  think  it  is  fair  ? 
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Governor  Loveless.  It  seemed  to  me  as  I  analyzed  the  bill,  when  my 
staff  and  I  discussed  this  rather  thoroughly  here - 

Representative  Fountain.  Just  to  refresh  your  memory,  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  that  the  Commission  have  as  members  representatives  from  the 
House  and  Senate  of  the  Congress,  representatives  from  the  Federal 
executive  branch,  public  members,  Governors,  State  legislators, 
mayors,  and  county  officials. 

Governor  Loveless.  I  think  that  the  membership  as  proposed  would 
be  ideal  because  these  are  actually  people  that  should  be  working 
in  the  different  areas  of  governmental  operation,  and  that  is  the  whole 
philosophy  of  this,  the  relationship  of  the  governmental  units  to  each 
other. 

I  know  of  no  other  way  that  you  could  do  it  than  to  take  actual 
working  members  of  each  branch. 

Representative  F ountain.  Speaking  again  of  the  Kestnbaum  Com¬ 
mission,  I  think  it  made  a  very  valuable  contribution  to  this  field,  and 
its  report  was  most  helpful  to  us  as  we  endeavored  to  get  the  viewpoints 
and  the  attitudes  of  public  officials  at  the  grassroots. 

One  of  the  questions  we  asked  of  witnesses  all  over  the  country 
was :  “What  impact  has  the  report  of  the  Kestnbaum  Commission  had 
upon  your  unit  of  government?”  And  in  so  many  instances  nobody 
knew  anything  about  it.  They  hadn’t  heard  about  it.  I  think  most 
of  the  answers  were,  it  had  had  no  significant  impact. 

There  again  is  a  reason  for  our  feeling  that  we  should  have  a  contin¬ 
uing  operation  which  is  bound  to  have  an  impact  because  of  the  extent 
to  which  all  levels  of  government  are  represented. 

I  have  just  one  further  question  I  want  to  ask  you.  Before  I  intro¬ 
duced  the  bill  in  the  House,  I  had  personally  felt  that  inasmuch  as 
representatives  from  the  various  levels  of  government  would  consti¬ 
tute  this  commission,  if  the  Congress  saw  fit  to  enact  it  into  law,  the 
States  ought  to  participate  financially  in  tlxe  running  of  the  com¬ 
mission. 

We  do  not  envision,  of  course,  any  large,  expensive  setup.  My  own 
personal  thinking  is  that  the  commission  would  have  a  small  profes¬ 
sional  staff,  which  would  be  working  continuously,  and  that  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  commission  would  meet  periodically  at  the  call  of  the 
chairman. 

Because  of  certain  practical  difficulties  which  were  suggested,  I 
deleted  the  provision  for  State  financial  participation  from  the  bill 
as  introduced. 

I  would  like  to  ask  you  this  question :  What  is  your  opinion  as  to 
whether  or  not  it  would  be  feasible  for  your  State  to  contribute  finan¬ 
cially  to  the  Advisory  Commission’s  expenses  by  making  an  annual 
payment,  through  the  Council  of  State  Governments,  or  in  some  other 
way? 

Governor  Loveless.  Well,  our  State,  of  course,  has  always  cooper¬ 
ated  with  the  Council  of  State  Governments. 

Representative  Fountain.  Might  I  ask  you  this :  Would  such  a  con¬ 
tribution  require  constitutional  amendment  or  legislative  action  on 
the  part  of  your  State  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  Legislative  action. 

Representative  Fountain.  Do  you  think  you  would  have  any  diffi¬ 
culty  so  long  as  the  amount  of  your  contribution  was  reasonable  ? 


22  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

Governor  Loveless.  Congressman,  let  me  pnt  it  this  way.  I  could 
answer  your  question  better  if  I  were  to  know  the  dollar  amount  that 
would  be  involved.  We  are  rather  frugal  people  out  in  Iowa.  I 
would  guess  that - 

Senator  Muskie.  If  it  did  not  exceed  the  amount  of  the  contribution 
to  the  Council  of  State  Governments,  would  it  be  a  difficult  problem? 

Governor  Loveless.  No. 

Senator  Muskie.  What  is  that  contribution  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  My  face  is  red ;  I  cannot  think  at  the  moment 
what  it  is. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  should  not  be  red.  I  do  not  think  I  could  re¬ 
member  ours  in  Maine,  either.  I  thought  you  might  have  it  on  the 
tip  of  your  tongue. 

Representative  Fountain.  On  the  order  of  a  thousand  or  $1,500? 

Governor  Loveless.  It  is  a  small  amount,  actually. 

Representative  Fountain.  What  provision  is  now  made  for  your 
State’s  share  of  the  Council  of  State  Governments’  operating  expenses? 
Isn’t  that  set  up  in  the  appropriation  for  the  Governor? 

Governor  Loveless.  No,  it  is  appropriated  in  the  general  appro¬ 
priation. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  expect  it  would  vary  from  State  to 
State. 

Governor  Loveless.  I  am  sure  it  would.  But  under  our  constitu¬ 
tion  we  spend  no  money  for  which  there  isn’t  an  actual  item  of 
appropriation. 

Representative  Fountain.  Senator,  I  think  you  have  a  few  more 
questions. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  have  two  other  questions. 

Getting  back  to  the  thought  I  expressed  a  while  ago,  there  is  a 
feeling  on  the  part  of  some  people  that  States  are  always  reaching 
out  for  Federal  dollars.  There  are  upward  of  40  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  depending  on  how  they  are  classified,  the  oldest,  I  think, 
going  back  to  1879,  and  several  new  ones  having  been  created  in 
the  last  6  or  7  years. 

Have  you  ever  made  a  determination  as  to  whether  or  not  the  State 
of  Iowa  is  participating  in  all  of  these  grant-in-aid  programs  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  It  is  not.  I  cannot  number  for  you  accurately 
as  I  sit  here  the  number  in  which  we  are  participating.  Some  of  the 
educational  programs,  for  example,  we  are  not  participating  in.  Some 
of  the  vocational  grants  we  are  only  using  a  fraction  of  those  available 
to  the  State. 

Senator  Muskie.  So  you  are  being  selective  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Muskie.  Do  you  have — shifting  to  just  another  subject  for 
a  moment — do  you  have  complaints  from  your  departments,  those 
participating  in  grant-in-aid  programs,  that  there  is  excessive  redtape 
or  unreasonable  requirements  on  the  part  of  Federal  agencies? 

Governor  Loveless.  No,  actually  not.  I  have  had  very  little  ex¬ 
perience  with  any  particular  difficulty  in  this  area.  The  people  of 
the  individual  departments  involved  seem  to  be  real  familiar  with 
the  operation.  As  a  result,  they  don’t  complain  to' me. 

Senator  Muskie.  In  programs  involving  Federal  standards,  such 
as  the  welfare  programs,  ADC  and  old-age  assistance  and  the  rest 
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of  it,  are  your  agents,  or  your  agencies,  subject  to  pressure  from  the 
Federal  agencies  to  raise  standards  or  to  change  them  in  the  interest 
of  some  overall  philosophy  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  agency? 

Governor  Loveless.  In  general,  our  standards  are  more  restrictive 
than  those  of  the  Federal  Government.  We  do  not  experience  very 
much  pressure  from  the  standpoint  of  legislative  assemblies  and 
necessary  statutory  changes  to  meet  those.  I  would  guess  that  the 
only  area  in  which  the  Federal  agency  has  been  consulted  a  great 
deal  is  that  of  employment  security. 

Senator  Muskie.  This  question,  of  course,  is  addressed  to  the  point 
that  is  made  by  many  people  that  once  the  Federal  Government  steps 
into  a  program  it  tends  to  dictate  to  States.  Have  you  found  that 
to  be  so? 

Governor  Loveless.  No,  I  haven’t  in  Iowa  because,  as  I  say,  in 
general,  those  enabling  acts  that  we  have,  enabling  our  State  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  this  or  that  Federal  program,  are,  in  general,  more  restrictive 
than  the  Federal  standards. 

Senator  Muskie.  If  I  may  shift  for  a  moment  to  relationships  be¬ 
tween  State  and  local  government,  to  what  extent  is  the  State,  or  to 
what  extent  does  the  State  recognize  home  rule  under  local 
governmental - 

Governor  Loveless.  Well,  you  have  had  this  gradual  growth  of 
regulation  of  local  governments  which  has  grown  right  along  with 
the  growth  of  State  government  participation  in  local  governmental 
costs  and  the  tendency  will  always  be,  I  am  sure,  for  legislative 
assemblies  to  tie  strings,  as  it  were,  on  any  State  moneys  allocated 
to  this  local  government. 

In  other  -words,  establish  some  standards  of  expenditures,  as  an 
aid  to  education,  for  example. 

I  am  sure  as  this  mounts,  from  a  State’s  standpoint  you  are  going 
to  find  the  trend  toward  putting  some  standards  on  the  investment 
of  this  money  in  local  education  facilities. 

Senator  Muskie.  One  of  the  pressures  for  State  governments  to 
step  into  local  government  areas  is  the  restrictive  tax  base.  Has  that 
ever  resulted  in  Iowa  in  granting  to  local  governments  greater 
taxing  powers? 

Governor  Loveless.  In  general,  no.  In  a  multitude  of  isolated 
cases,  yes.  There  have  been  a  few,  a  limited  number  of  cases  where 
the  millage  limitation,  the  ceiling  has  been  lifted,  again  referring 
back  to  the  county  problem  that  I  mentioned  awhile  ago.  There  have 
been  cases  where  the  old  ceiling  has  been  in  existence  for  a  long  span 
of  years,  and  in  order  that  the  people  can  raise  enough  funds  to  main¬ 
tain  their  county  government,  it  has  been  necessary  to  raise  millage 
limitations. 

Senator  Muskie.  Do  local  governments  have  any  latitude  with  re¬ 
spect  to  adopting  new  programs  of  service  or  must  they  always  have 
enabling  legislation  ? 

Governor  Loveless.  They  must  always  have  enabling  legislation. 
Our  cities  and  towns  are  creatures  of  the  legislature. 

Senator  Muskie.  Like  a  tube  of  toothpaste.  The  pressure  is  put 
on  down  here  and  the  result  comes  out  at  the  top. 

Governor  Loveless.  As  individuals,  you  and  I  can  do  anything 
against  which  there  is  no  law,  but  cities  and  towns  in  Iowa  can  do 
only  those  things  permitted  by  statutes. 
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Representative  Fountain.  Supplementing  your  answer  to  Senator 
Muskie’s  question.  Governor,  I  might  add  that  during  the  course  of 
our  hearings,  local  and  State  officials  were  generally  pleased  with  the 
way  in  which  these  programs  were  being  administered.  But  they 
were  very  much  concerned  about  some  of  the  restrictions,  limitations, 
and  inconsistencies  in  the  programs.  For  example,  they  might  re¬ 
ceive  funds  for  one  category  of  a  program  and  need  it  more  in  another 
category,  but  they  have  no  authority  to  transfer  funds  from  that 
category  to  the  category  where  it  is  needed  more. 

Any  other  questions  of  the  Governor  ? 

If  not,  thank  you  very  much,  Governor.  We  appreciate  your  com¬ 
ing.  We  know  how  busy  you  are.  In  fact,  we  know  how  busy  all  of 
the  Governors  are  and  we  know  that  many  of  them  will  have  to 
submit  statements.  We  do  want  to  thank  you  very  much  for  taking 
your  very  valuable  time  to  come  before  our  joint  committees  to  give 
us  the  benefit  of  your  thinking  in  connection  with  this  legislation. 

Governor  Loveless.  Thank  you  very  much,  gentlemen. 

Representative  Fountain.  We  have  as  our  next  witness  this  morn¬ 
ing  Congressman  Byron  L.  Johnson.  Congressman  Johnson  is  an 
economist  by  profession  and  has  had  valuable  government  exper¬ 
ience  both  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  and  as 
assistant  to  the  Governor  of  Colorado,  as  well  as  a  background  in 
university  teaching. 

Congressman,  we  are  very  happy  to  have  you  witli  us  this  morn¬ 
ing.  We  would  be  pleased  to  have  you  proceed  with  your  statement 
at  this  time,  and  we  want  to  thank  you  for  indulging  us  to  enable 
the  Governor  to  finish  his  testimony.  You  have  been  very  patient. 

STATEMENT  OE  HON.  BYRON  L.  JOHNSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OE  COLORADO 

Representative  Johnson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  enjoyed 
hearing  the  Governor’s  views  on  the  matter. 

I  think  the  problems  of  the  States  are  remarkably  alike  in  a  great 
many  respects. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  very  much  the  opportunity  to  testify 
on  the  question  of  intergovernmental  relations.  This  has  been  my 
continuing  interest  over  my  entire  professional  career.  During  the 
years  from  1942  to  1944,  I  was  in  the  Fiscal  Division  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  assigned  to  the  area  of  intergovernmental  relations, 
and  I  have  followed  it  closely  since,  whether  in  research  or  in  teach¬ 
ing  or  as  a  State  legislator  or  in  the  Governor’s  office. 

Back  in  1942,  the  first  full-scale  study  was  made  by  the  Treasury’s 
Committee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  It  recommended  the 
establishment  of  a  continuing  commission  in  the  whole  field  of  Fed¬ 
eral-State  relationships. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  got  out  of  the  library  the  original  report 
of  the  Treasury’s  Committee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  to  re¬ 
fresh  my  memory  on  this  point. 

Let  me  speak  first  to  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  proposed  Com¬ 
mission.  As  the  members  of  the  committee  know  very  well,  there  are 
a  number  of  areas  where  Federal,  State,  and  local  interests  operate 
less  than  harmoniously.  First,  there  is,  for  example,  the  question  of 
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the  right  of  each  level  of  government  to  tax  property  owned  by  an¬ 
other  unit  and  level  of  government.  Second,  there  is  the  question 
as  to  whether  interest  on  the  debt  obligations  of  one  level  of  govern¬ 
ment  can  properly  be  taxed  by  another  as  part  of  income  taxes. 

Third,  there  is  the  question  as  to  whether  the  payments  in  lieu 
of  taxes  now  being  made  by  some  Federal  agency  is  adequate  and 
properly  related  to  the  impact  of  such  Federal  property  upon  local 
taxing  jurisdictions. 

I  might  say,  parenthetically,  that  the  county  next  to  mine  has 
three  basic  industries:  The  Rocky  Mountain  Atomic  Energy  plant  at 
Rocky  Flats;  the  Federal  Center,  which  is  a  major  headquarters  of 
Federal  agency  regional  offices;  and  now,  more  recently,  the  Titan 
missile  plant  of  the  Martin  Co.  These  are  the  three  biggest  basic  in¬ 
dustrial  employers  in  the  county,  and  all  are  tax  exempt.  Needless 
to  say,  real  estate  property  taxes  on  the  taxable  residential  property 
is  very  high.  This  county  has  a  legitimate  grievance  with  respect  to 
the  operation  of  federally  owned  property  in  its  impact  on  their  own 
tax  base.  This  issue  is  the  subject  of  separate  legislation,  S.  910, 
by  Senator  Humphrey  in  the  Senate,  and  H.R.  1310,  by  Representative 
Meader  in  the  House.  These  bills  seek  to  provide  a  commission  to  deal 
with  the  problem  of  taxability  of  federally  owned  real  property 
and  with  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  in  such  cases. 

Fourth,  there  is  the  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  shared 
receipts  and  revenues  on  certain  public  lands.  Are  these  properly 
related  to  the  impact  of  the  operations  of  one  government  upon  an¬ 
other?  Do  they  properly  discharge  the  obligation  of  a  government  as 
a  proprietor  which  receives  services  from  other  governments  ? 

We,  out  in  the  public-land  States,  have  a  continuing  interest  not 
only  in  oil  and  gas  but  in  timber  that  is  cut  and  with  the  resulting 
pubiic  revenues  which  are  shared  with  local  units  of  government. 

Are  these  properly  related  to  the  impact  of  the  operations  of  one 
government  upon  another  ? 

The  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  for  instance,  held  under  law  that 
it  should  nationalize  all  uranium.  Now  we  have  some  small  mountain 
counties  with  very  little  tax  base  that  experienced  a  sudden  influx  of 
people,  causing  a  tremendous  rise  in  the  obligations  upon  the  local 
unit  of  government.  But,  by  reason  of  the  nationalization  of  the 
property,  these  had  almost  no  tax  base.  This  presents  a  very  serious 
problem,  percentagewise,  for  the  small  community.  The  number  of 
dollars  involved  is  trivial  from  the  national  budget  standpoint,  but 
from  the  local  budget  standpoint  the  impact  was  very  heavy. 

Do  the  shared  revenues  properly  discharge  the  obligation  of  the 
government  receiving  services  from  other  governments  ? 

Fifth,  there  are  questions  as  to  whether  or  not  certain  taxes  act  as 
trade  barriers,  contrary  to  the  constitutional  intent. 

Sixth,  there  is  a  very  sensitive  question  of  the  rights  of  several 
States  to  tax  the  same  property  or  income,  because  the  Federal  courts 
have  taken  a  very  permissive  attitude  toward  multiple  and  overlapping 
State  taxation.  Congress  and  the  Federal  Government  could  do  much 
under  the  Constitution  to  accomplish  substantial  uniformity  in  State 
laws  with  great  benefit  to  American  businessmen  in  simplifying  their 
tax  compliance.  Such  improvements  need  not  materially  reduce  State 
revenues  but  should  certainly  simplify  tax  administration  and  enforce¬ 
ment. 
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One  of  the  hidden  areas  in  public  finance  is  our  lack  of  knowledge 
of  the  cost  of  compliance  upon  taxpayers  in  filling  out  the  thousands 
of  forms  that  they  are  required  to  fill  out  for  the  thousands  of  taxing 
jurisdictions  with  which  the  larger  corporations  must  deal.  Many 
taxpayers  are  plagued  by  the  inconsistencies  and  complexities  of  the 
various  tax  jurisdictions  having  power  to  tax  them. 

Now,  these  questions  will  never  be  resolved  if  we  wait  for  neighbor¬ 
ing  States  to  work  out  suitable  answers.  They  might  be  resolved  by 
having  a  Federal  commission  conducting  continuing  I’esearch,  issuing 
publications,  and  holding  conferences  as  background  for  appropriate 
changes  in  law  at  each  level. 

Finally,  there  is  a  question  of  grants-in-aid,  which  is  specifically 
provided  for  by  H.R.  6904.  It  may  be  that  the  duties  provided  for 
the  Commission  under  paragraphs  1  and  6  of  section  2  in  the  bill 
were  intended  to  embrace  all  the  other  issues  I  mentioned,  but  I  think 
it  might  be  helpful  to  spell  them  out  at  greater  length. 

Turning  from  the  question  of  the  powers  of  the  Commission  to 
the  question  of  its  composition  or  operation,  I  would  like  to  suggest 
a  two-level  commission.  There  needs  to  be  continuing  direction. 
This  might  well  take  the  form  of  a  three-man  commission,  to  provide 
administrative  supervision,  research,  direction,  and  coordination  over 
an  extended  period  of  years.  I  would  suggest  a  three-man  commis¬ 
sion,  named  by  the  President,  as  part  of  the  Executive  Office.  It 
might  include  one  person  whose  experience  is  essentially  Federal; 
one  whose  experience  is  primarily  State — he  might  well  be  nominated 
by  the  Conference  of  State  Governors — and  a  third  person  whose  ex¬ 
perience  is  primarily  at  the  local  level. 

This  should  be  a  continuing  administrative  commission  with  the 
minimum  necessary  staff. 

I  suggest  that  it  draw  on  Federal,  State,  and  local  agency  and 
committee  staffs  for  developing  a  series  of  research  and  position 
papers.  Then  I  would  suggest  that  the  advisory  commission  be 
constructed  as  more  truly  an  advisory  committee  which  would  receive 
well  in  advance  of  its  meetings  background  and  suggested  position 
papers  including  all  tentative  position  papers. 

These  papers  should  be  carefully  prepared  and  reviewed  profes¬ 
sionally  at  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels,  so  that  when  the  com¬ 
mittee  meets  it  would  be  given  well-defined  alternatives  to  review  and 
adequate  background  material  to  evaluate  these  papers. 

It  is  important  to  bring  these  persistent  issues  with  which  a  com¬ 
mission  must  deal  into  such  focus  that  so  large  a  body  can  decide 
specific  problems,  because  ultimately  it  is  not  enough,  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Maine  has  said,  simply  to  make  studies.  Ultimately,  you 
must  arrive  at  conclusions  and  recommendations  that  may  be  the 
basis  for  amendments  to  law  and  to  administrative  practice. 

If  we  do  not  do  this,  the  same  confusion  which  has  plagued  these 
intergovernmental  areas  throughout  our  national  existence  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  plague  them. 

In  reviewing  the  recommendations  made  on  January  1,  1943,  by  the 
Treasury’s  Special  Committee  on  Intergovemment  Fiscal  Relations, 
I  find  they  had  eight  suggestions.  These  substantially  parallel  what 
I  have  suggested  here,  and  are:  First,  to  permit  close  collaboration 
between  Federal  and  State  tax  administrators. 
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Secondly,  to  permit  interstate  cooperation,  reciprocity,  and  uni¬ 
formity  among  the  States. 

Third,  to  act  as  a  clearinghouse  as  to  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes 
on  federally  owned  property. 

Fourth,  possibly  to  act  as  a  board  of  appeals  on  payments  in  lieu 
of  taxes  and  as  to  disputes  about  trade  barriers. 

Fifth,  to  conduct  research. 

Sixth,  to  create  public  interest  in  intergovernmental  relations. 

At  this  point  I  want  to  commend  this  committee  for  the  fine  job 
it  has  been  doing  over  the  years  to  try  to  improve  public  understand¬ 
ing  and  interest. 

Seventh,  to  disseminate  and  exchange  economic  and  fiscal  infor¬ 
mation  of  interest  to  State  and  Federal  agencies. 

Eighth,  to  promote  improvements  in  government  reporting,  account¬ 
ing  and  statistics. 

These  suggestions  might  well  also  be  considered  in  writing  the 
charter  of  such  a  commission. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be  happy  to  submit  at  an  early  date  some 
proposed  language  for  amendment  of  6904  to  embody  the  recom¬ 
mendations  I  am  here  making.  I  think  there  is  no  step  that  this 
Congress  might  take  that  would  be  more  welcomed  by  officials  of 
the  50  States,  the  3,000  counties,  and  of  the  tens  of  thousands  of 
local  units  of  government,  than  passage  of  such  a  measure  as  this. 

If  we  pass  this  kind  of  law,  we  would  provide  an  indication  of 
continuing  congressional  concern  that  the  areas  of  intergovernmental 
conflict  and  tension  may  be  resolved  by  an  orderly  method  designed 
so  that  the  proper  interest  of  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies, 
the  legislative  and  executive  branches  of  Government,  would  be  appro¬ 
priately  involved  in  the  development  of  those  solutions. 

Let  me  add  at  this  point  how  I  think  that  this  program  could 
operate  most  effectively. 

The  continuing  directors,  the  three-man  commission,  would  call  the 
advisory  council  together  and  set  up  a  system  of  priorities,  as  Mr. 
Langen  has  suggested,  for  immediate  attention.  It  would  create  the 
suitable  interagency  and  intergovernmental  committees  to  provide  a 
continuing  research,  review,  and  development  of  position  papers. 
These  would  be  exchanged  between  levels  of  government  and  between 
agencies  of  government  so  that  the  benefit  of  all  the  various  interests 
could  be  reflected  in  the  final  work. 

For  example,  the  Treasury,  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  and  the  U.S.  Budget  Bureau  all  express  Federal  interest 
in  certain  of  the  programs  with  which  we  deal.  At  the  same  time, 
certain  State  agencies  have  an  interest  as  do  the  county  or  city  gov¬ 
ernments.  These  background  papers  would  be  built,  up  out  of  inter¬ 
level  and  interagency  consultation  through  a  series  of  working  con¬ 
ferences,  using  their  own  technicians  to  do  the  background  work  to 
bring  into  focus  the  sundry  points  of  view.  Out  of  this  would  grow 
specific  recommendations  that,  in  the  judgment  of  the  working  group, 
could  help  to  improve  relationships  and  the  program  operations  at 
all  levels  of  government. 

Then  these  could  be  brought  back  to  the  whole  advisory  commis¬ 
sion  for  specific  approval,  modification,  or  adjustment.  The  results 
should  be  disseminated  more  broadly  among  the  agencies  which  have 
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to  authorize  the  resulting  action.  The  permanent  director  or  com¬ 
mission  would  undertake  the  necessary  followthrough  to  see  that  the 
recommendations  made  were  in  fact  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
appropriate  groups,  and  the  background  material  made  available. 
Very  frequently  our  failure  to  adopt  improvements  in  State  legisla¬ 
tures  is  simply  lack  of  knowledge  of  what  is  available,  lack  of  knowl¬ 
edge  of  what  research  work  has  been  done. 

I  see  this  operation  as  having  great  potential  for  accomplishing 
the  purposes  to  which  I  think  we  have  all  been  speaking  here  this 
morning. 

Let  me  close  by  commending  the  chairman  and  the  committee  for 
moving  forward  in  this  area. 

A  few  years  back  I  understand  the  administration  gave  its  approval 
to  the  kind  of  proposal  embodied  in  S.  910,  now  introduced  by  Sena¬ 
tor  Humphrey  and  others,  which  relates  to  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes. 

I  think  it  is  appropriate  that  there  should  be  not  two  bills,  but  a 
single  bill,  to  cut  across  the  entire  field  of  intergovernmental  fiscal 
relations  and  I  would  recommend  that  this  bill  before  the  committee 
be  broadened  to  cover  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  the  other  problems 
I  have  mentioned  here  as  well. 

I  shall  be  happy  to  work  with  the  committee  and  the  staff  in  spelling 
out  these  proposals  in  greater  detail  and  in  helping  to  draft  spe¬ 
cific  language  if  it  is  the  wish  of  the  committee. 

Again,  may  I  express  my  thanks  to  this  committee. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  very  much,  Congressman, 
for  giving  us  the  benefit  of  your  thinking.  You  have  certainly  given 
this  matter  considerable  study. 

I  regret  that  I  had  a  call  which  necessitated  my  absence  during  the 
early  part  of  your  statement.  As  I  understand  it,  you  are  proposing 
a  three-man  commission  and  also  an  advisory  group  ? 

Representative  Johnson.  That’s  right. 

Representative  Fountain.  We  in  the  Congress  realize  the  practical 
problem  of  getting  something  that  will  serve  the  purpose  intended  and, 
at  the  same  time,  making  it  acceptable  to  enough  people  to  be  able  to 
enact  it  into  law. 

Do  you  think  it  would  be  possible  to  obtain  an  acceptable  consensus 
from  a  three-man  commission  ? 

For  instance,  would  not  a  body  of  that  small  size  tend  to  focus 
attention  on  the  members  per  se  rather  than  upon  the  public  issues, 
and  raise  questions  as  to  whether  or  not  the  persons  understand  and 
are  sympathetic  with  the  problems  confronting  the  several  levels  of 
Government  ? 

Representative  Johnson.  That  is  a  very  good  question,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  Let  me  answer  it  in  this  manner:  In  my  experience  in  the 
executive  agencies,  there  needs  to  be  continuity,  fulltime  continuity 
of  research  and  direction,  planning,  programing  and  followthrough, 
and  my  first  reaction  was  to  propose  that  there  be  an  executive  sec¬ 
retary  to  your  advisory  commission  to  give  that  kind  of  direction. 

But  because  of  the  jealousies  and  fears  of  each  level  of  government 
with  respect  to  each  of  the  others,  I  felt  that  possibly  we  could  re¬ 
move  those  by,  in  effect,  taking  a  three-man  group,  one  of  whom  would 
be  primarily  Federal,  and  who  would  be  knowledgeable  at  the  Fed¬ 
eral  level,  one  of  whom  might  be  chosen  by  the  President  from  those 
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nominated  by  the  Conference  of  State  Governors,  and  one  chosen 
by  the  President  from  nominees  proposed,  let  us  say,  by  the  National 
Association  of  County  Officials,  and  by  the  American  Municipal  As¬ 
sociation,  in  an  effort  to  try  to  provide  some  person  who  was  known 
by  and  respected  by  persons  at  the  local  level. 

I  am  trying  to  lind  three  men,  each  of  whom  would  command  re¬ 
spect  within  the  area  of  his  own  experience  so  that  the  continuity  of 
the  full-time  people  would  reflect  the  three-level  governmental  struc¬ 
ture  under  which  we  operate.  I  thought  this  proposal  might  be  more 
palatable  than  having  a  single  executive  secretary,  who  might  be 
accused  of  being  biased,  as  being  too  much  of  a  “State  man,”  or  too 
much  of  a  “Federal  man,”  or  too  much  of  a  “local  man.” 

Otherwise  I  would  prefer  as  an  orderly  routine  simply  having  an 
executive  secretary  to  the  proposed  Advisory  Commission  to  give  full¬ 
time  continuity  and  direction. 

Representative  Fountain.  Just  what  authority  under  your  pro¬ 
posal  would  the  advisory  body  have  over  the  three-man  commission  ? 

Representative  Johnson.  I  suggest  that  the  Advisory  Commission 
set  up  priorities  for  the  agenda  of  the  working  committees,  and  create 
interagency  and  interlevel  working  task  forces,  giving  them  specific 
assignments. 

It  would  create  and  appoint  the  working  group  on  each  particular 
program  because  each  problem  has  to  be  given  to  some  group  who  are 
competent,  interested,  able,  and  free  to  act. 

Then,  it  would  receive  back  from  these  task  forces  or  working 
committees  their  reports,  and  it  would  recommend  the  basic  policy. 

The  work  of  the  top  men  would  essentially  be  research  direction, 
administrative  supervision,  and  coordination.  I  do  not  conceive  these 
three  men  as  being  a  policy  group  but  rather  an  executive  and  admin¬ 
istrative  group  to  carry  out  the  wishes  of  the  larger  Commission. 
There  is  a  very  high-level  commission  set  forth  in  this  bill.  These  men 
can  only  give  a  few  days  a  quarter,  perhaps,  to  these  questions. 

Now,' they  bring  a  rich  background  to  it,  but  the  day-to-day  work 
has  to  be  done  by  somebody  who  can  stay  with  it  to  see  that  the  work 
gets  accomplished. 

Representative  Fountain.  We  see  what  you  have  in  mind,  and  you 
would  suggest  that  the  three-man  Commission  be  permanent  ? 

Representative  Johnson.  That’s  right,  give  them  6-year  terms  if 
you  wish,  but  give  them  reasonable  independence  and  freedom  to  keep 
working  on  these  problems. 

Representative  Fountain.  Of  cour.se,  it  is  pretty  hard  to  know  just 
what  the  Commission  will  do  once  it  is  organized.  But  I  for  one  had 
in  mind  that  the  Commission  would  in  all  probability,  just  as  does 
a  committee  in  Congress,  constitute  subcommittees  to  take  up  certain 
problems  and  make  their  recommendations  to  the  full  Commission 
with  the  help  of  a  continuing  staff,  which  ought  to  be  composed  of 
high-caliber  men  who  have  a  broad  knowledge  of  the  operations  of  the 
Federal  Government  in  relation  to  local  and  State  governments. 

Representative  Johnson.  I  was  really  trying  to  provide  an  admin¬ 
istrative  and  staff  arm  to  this  Commission  because  this  assignment 
involves  continuing  contacts ;  continuing  work  needs  to  be  done.  I  did 
not  view  this  top  Commission  as  primarily  a  policy,  but  rather  as  an 
administrative  group.  Whether  it  be  three-man  or  one-man,  I  think 
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the  bill  should  contain  some  recognition  of  the  need  for  continuity  at 
the  secretariat  level. 

I  don’t  think  of  this  as  a  kind  of  sub-Cabinet  officer,  but  as  a  guide 
to  help  see  that,  the  work  of  the  Commission  flows  and  has  focus  and 
gets  accomplished. 

Eepresentative  Fountain.  In  effect,  your  proposal  is  identical, 
except  that  you  would  provide  for  the  appointment  of  a  three-man 
Commission  which  would  also  be  working  on  a  continuous  basis  along 
with  the  staff. 

Eepresentative  Johnson.  That  is  right.  I  think  this  would 
strengthen  your  Advisory  Commission,  because  I  recognize  that  if 
the  Commission  is  to  be  competent,  if  it  is  to  have  the  kind  of  people 
you  envision,  they  can  only  give  a  small  part  of  their  time  to  it. 

It  has  been  my  experience  with  commissions  that  if  these  are  not 
adequately  staffed,  and  if  background  staff  work  isn’t  done,  the  results 
are  frequently  less  than  is  expected  from  the  caliber  of  the  men 
named  to  them. 

I  would  note  that  my  proposal  would  invite  you  to  spell  out  in 
greater  detail  the  specific  charge  to  the  Commission,  to  spell  out  its 
powers  and  areas  of  interest  in  somewhat  greater  detail,  so  that  the 
whole  field  of  intergovernmental  fiscal  relations  would  be  clearly 
embraced.  It  may  be  embraced  now,  but  I  am  afraid  it  is  rather 
general.  I  would  suggest  some  additional  language. 

Eepresentative  Fountain.  That  was  done  deliberately,  because  we 
felt  the  Commission  would  have  to  have  considerable  flexibility.  But 
your  suggestion  certainly  lias  merit. 

Senator  Muskie. 

Senator  Muskie.  Congressman,  I  compliment  you  on  a  thoughtful 
and  well-reasoned  statement. 

Addressing  myself  to  the  point  which  you  and  Congressman  Foun¬ 
tain  have  been  discussing,  I  would  be  inclined  to  make  two  observa¬ 
tions  : 

First  of  all,  I  think  there  could  not  be  reasonable  disagreement  on 
your  description  of  the  kind  of  staff  work  that  ought  to  be  provided 
for  in  this  Commission.  But  I  am  concerned  on  two  points:  First  of 
all,  if  you  give  the  prestige,  the  top  position  to  this  three-man  Com¬ 
mission — 

Eepresentative  Johnson.  Call  them  secretariat.  Your  point  is  well 
taken. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  Advisory  Commission  is  going  to  be  just  a 
rubber  stamn  for  this  permanent  agency.  I  think  that  is  a  risk  we 
ought  to  watch. 

Secondly,  by  doing  that,  a^o.  you  give  direction  or  the  power  of 
direction  to  oilier  than  the  Advisory  Commission.  Thus,  it  may  go 
in  the  are^s  fhaf  a  more  representative  group  might  be  inclined  to 
avoid  or  be  inclined  to  deemnhasize. 

EeoresemfnfiTTe  Tott-ntson  t  A  ink  the  mechanics  should  be  quelled 
out  to  avoid  against  the  risk  that  you  suggest.  I  would  be  willing  to 
modify  my  proposals  in  those  respects. 

Senator  Mttskte.  Would  it  be  appropriate  to  suggest  that  you  pre¬ 
pare  appropriate  language? 

Eepresenic tottnson  T'r1  Ko  happv  fo  try. 
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Representative  Fountain.  In  connection  with  what  Senator  Muskie 
said,  we  are  all  Americans  but  different  sections  of  the  country  have 
different  problems. 

For  example,  our  cities  under  50,000,  cities  between  50,000  and 
100,000  all  have  differing  problems  from  those  of  the  larger  metro¬ 
politan  areas. 

Then  you  have  the  smaller  towns,  smaller  and  larger  urban  areas. 

I  am  sure  they  would  be  most  anxious  that  their  respective  points  of 
view  have  weight  on  this  Commission.  And  that,  I  think,  would  be 
one  of  the  difficulties  in  setting  up  a  three-man  Commission  with  an 
advisory  body  which  might  turn  out,  as  the  Senator  said,  to  be  more 
or  less  a  rubber  stamp  for  what  the  three  members  think. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  think  it  would  be  worthwhile  to  point  out  how 
the  joint  task  force  operates.  This  is  a  rather  large  group,  too.  I 
don’t  know  how  many  members  there  are,  but  I  think  there  are  15  or 
20,  Governors  and  heads  of  Federal  agencies,  and  they  work  on  the 
basis  of  just  the  kind  of  staff  work  you  emphasize  and  which  I  think 
is  very  important. 

The  staff  work  is  so  thorough  the  larger  group  is  able  to  con¬ 
centrate  its  attention  on  the  policy  decisions  and  on  the  selection  of  al¬ 
ternatives  which  are  pinpointed  by  the  staff. 

I  think  Congressman  F ountain  might  agree  with  that. 

Representative  Johnson.  I  take  it  that  both  of  you  would  prefer  the 
concept  of  an  executive  secretary  to  any  other  type  of  title  for  the 
continuing  administration  of  this  type  of  program. 

Representative  F ountain.  Something  similar  to  that. 

Representative  Johnson.  I  follow  you. 

Representative  Fountain.  Mrs.  Dwyer,  any  questions? 

Representative  Dwyer.  No  questions. 

Representative  Fountain.  Mr.  Smith,  Mr.  Langen? 

Representative  Langen.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  will  take  only  a  minute. 
This  interests  me. 

I  extend  my  compliments  for  the  suggestion  of  lending  direction  to 
the  activities  of  the  committee. 

It  puzzles  me  somewhat,  though,  the  matter  of  a  three-man  com¬ 
mittee  to  somewhat  lend  direction  to  the  full  committee.  It  seems 
to  me  that  experience  tells  us,  in  a  way,  that  in  most  instances  we  op¬ 
erate  the  other  way. 

I  can  more  envision  that  the  various  topics  should  come  before  the 
whole  24-man  Commission.  They  in  turn  would  then  delegate  this  to 
subcommittees  much  the  same  as  the  legislative  processes  we  expe¬ 
rience  every  day.  In  that  manner,  specific  assignments  can  be  given 
to  smaller  groups  who  in  turn  report  back  and  then  finally  receive  a 
final  consideration  or  recommendation,  if  that  is  required,  from  the 
full  committee. 

May  I  ask  what  prompted  a  change  in  that  procedure  ? 

Representative  Johnson.  Frankly,  I  was  actually  quoting,  in  effect, 
from  the  recommendations  made  many  years  ago  by  the  Groves- 
Gulick-Newcomer  Committee  appointed  by  Secretary  Morgenthau, 
which  recommended  a  three-man  Commission  in  order  to  represent 
Federal,  State,  and  local  levels. 

Their  full  report  spells  out  the  suggestion  of  lending  committees, 
but  their  thought  was  to  name  three  full-time  persons,  one  of  whom 
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would  be  known  to  and  respected  by  the  Federal  Government,  one 
of  whom  would  be  known  to  and  respected  by  State  governments, 
and  one  of  whom  would  be  known  to  and  respected  by  local  govern¬ 
ments. 

I  gather  that  the  wish  of  this  committee  is  that  the  larger,  more 
inclusive  advisory  committee  be  given  the  primary  power  of  direction 
and  policy  and  that  your  concern  for  administrative  detail  and  super¬ 
vision  be  centered  in  a  single  person,  such  as  an  executive  secretary 
of  the  Commission,  for  example. 

I  would  not  care  whether  it  should  be  one  or  three.  I  would  be 
perfectly  willing  to  go  ahead  on  the  basis  of  one.  To  have  only  one 
is  certainly  more  acceptable  as  an  administrative  operation  provided 
that  there  is  no  objection  thereafter  that  the  man  you  picked  is  a 
“States  right”  man  or  a  “Federalist”  or,  a  “big  city”  man  or  some¬ 
thing  of  that  sort. 

Great  care  needs  to  be  taken  to  be  sure  that  a  man  of  broad-gage 
experience,  but  no  special  or  evidently  strong  bias,  is  named  to  that 
post,  because  you  don’t  want  to  weaken  the  work  of  staff  direction. 

Now  such  personnel  are  available,  and  it  can  be  done,  so  I  would 
accept  the  wishes  of  the  committee  on  this  point. 

I  was  borrowing  from  an  old  recommendation  which  seemed  to  me, 
in  the  light  of  my  own  experience  in  both  State  and  Federal  levels, 
to  offer  a  way  of  proceeding.  But  I  would  by  no  means  argue  that  it 
is  the  only  way  of  proceeding. 

Representative  Langen.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  only  point  in  bringing 
the  matter  up  is,  it  just  occurs  to  me  that  the  scope  and  field  of  opera¬ 
tion  of  a  Commission  such  as  this  is  so  broad  and  so  big,  so  many 
diversities,  that  it  would  seem  to  me  that  if  by  lending  direction  to  it 
you  might  need  the  knowledge,  that  such  association  that  might  come 
from  a  broader  representation  around  the  Nation — that  is  merely 
my  opinion — I  shall  question  no  further. 

Representative  Fountain.  In  fact,  when  we  were  in  the  process  of 
drafting  this  legislation,  we  consulted  a  number  of  people.  Dr.  Gold¬ 
berg  here  is  our  expert  on  Federal-State  relations.  We  were  con¬ 
cerned  that  we  came  out  with  as  many  as  24  members  because  it  sounds 
large.  But  when  we  took  into  account,  as  Mr.  Langen  said,  the  many 
and  diverse  relations  between  the  various  levels  of  government  and 
tried  to  determine  a  proper  balance,  we  came  out  with  this  number. 

Personally,  I  had  in  mind  adding  another  county  official.  In  fact, 
that  was  one  of  the  things  the  county  officials  complained  about  down 
in  North  Carolina  yesterday.  They  said  we  don’t  have  enough  county 
people  on  it. 

When  we  tried  to  determine  a  proper  balance  of  the  Commission’s 
membership  based  on  current  working  relationships  of  the  State  and 
local  governments  with  the  Federal  Government,  it  seemed  reasonable 
that  the  county  views  and  interests  would  be  fairly  represented  with 
one  comity  official  on  the  Commission.  That  is  something  which  I 
think  the  committee  can  work  out  and  maybe  we  will  receive  some 
helpful  testimony  on  this  point. 

Representative  Johnson.  It  may  be  that  you  should  suggest  that 
the  advisory  committee  have  the  power  to  co-opt,  which  is  a  polite  word 
for  draft,  such  additional  persons  as  may  from  time  to  time,  at  least  for 
specific  studies,  be  required  to  give  the  breadth  that  you  want. 


ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS  33 

F or  example,  if  you  go  into  this  very  ticklish  question  of  the  taxation 
of  State  or  local  bonds,  you  are  going  to  want  some  very  competent 
bond  counsel  and  some  very  competent  constitutional  lawyers  because 
the  issues  are  not  merely  ones  of  what  one  would  like  to  have,  but  what 
is  legally  possible,  and  what  would  be  the  effect  of  any  change  made 
in  this  area. 

It  is  easy  enough  for  amateurs  to  make  proposals  in  these  technical 
and  complex  areas,  but  you  don’t  want  amateur  proposals  prepared  for 
final  action  until  they  have  been  competently  reviewed.  If  the  lan¬ 
guage  isn’t  adequate  in  the  bill  to  give  the  Council  the  power  to  invite 
others  in,  I  certainly  think  it  should  be  added,  on  a  permissive  and  ad 
hoc  basis  to  be  used  as  necessary. 

Representative  Fountain.  Then,  too,  we  have  to  take  into  account 
the  fact  that  inasmuch  as  so  many  commissions  have  been  created,  and 
so  many  questions  are  raised  about  the  advisability  of  commissions, 
that  we  cannot  make  it  so  expensive  that  it  would  not  appeal  from  a 
practical  standpoint  to  the  Members  of  the  Congress. 

Representative  Johnson.  Much  of  the  work  of  this  Commission  can 
be  done  by  simply  farming  jobs  out  to  people  who  are  already  on  pay¬ 
rolls  of  the  various  levels  of  government.  Therefore,  I  feel  most  of 
the  professional  work  is  simply  a  matter  of  giving  suitable  assignments 
and  have  interagency  and  interdepartmental  committees.  This  secre¬ 
tariat  I  suggested  would  be  largely  one  for  working  with  the  Advisory 
Commission,  bringing  the  material  together,  duplicating  and  printing 
it,  and  so  on ;  it  is  a  matter  of  committee  work. 

I  dont  think  much  money  is  needed  to  accomplish  this.  The  ma¬ 
chinery  of  cooperation  is  what  we  are  looking  for.  I  think  that  is  what 
you  are  implying. 

Representative  Fountain.  There  is  a  provision  in  the  bill  which  re¬ 
quires  the  various  agencies  of  government  to  supply  necessary  informa¬ 
tion  to  the  Commission. 

Representative  Johnson.  I  am  sure  most  of  them  would  be  happy  to. 

Representative  Fountain.  Are  there  any  further  questions? 

Dr.  Goldberg  has  a  question. 

Dr.  Goldberg.  Congressman,  while  I  believe  the  Commission  would 
have  the  authority  under  section  2  to  study  and  recommend  steps  for 
minimizing  tax  duplication  and  overlapping  between  the  levels  of 
government,  there  might  be  merit  in  making  this  an  explicit  objective, 
which  I  think  you  have  in  mind. 

Would  this  be  accomplished  in  your  opinion,  by  adding  the  words 
“revenue  sources”  after  “responsibilities”  in  line  3  of  page  3  ? 

Paragraph  6  of  section  2  would  then  read : 

Recommend,  within  the  framework  of  the  Constitution,  the  most  desirable 
allocation  of  governmental  functions,  responsibilities,  and  revenue  sources 
among  the  several  levels  of  government. 

Would  that  accomplish  the  objective  you  have  in  mind? 

Representative  Johnson.  Only  in  part.  This  would  specify  the 
continuing  question  of  whether  we  should  segregate  revenue  sources 
to  eliminate  the  overlapping  between  levels.  I  was  more  concerned 
with  the  overlapping  of  taxation  of  the  same  income  between  adjacent 
States.  The  issue  has  recently  been  raised  anew  by  a  case  in  the  New 
England  area  of  a  commuter  who  lives  in  one  State  and  earns  income 
in  another,  and  he  is  taxed  by  both.  We  have  had  more  complex  cases 
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than  that  where  the  courts  have  upheld  both  States’  right  of  taxation. 

If  the  trustee  of  an  estate  resides,  let’s  say,  in  Rhode  Island,  while 
the  estate  is  situated  in  Connecticut,  and  the  beneficiary  of  the  will 
resides  in  New  York,  presumably  all  three  States  may  have  the  right 
to  tax  that  income.  This  is  a  different  kind  of  overlapping  and  dupli¬ 
cation,  or  one  State  uses  a  three  part  formula  for  corporate  income, 
property,  sales,  and  payrolls.  Yet  another  State  uses  a  two  part 
formula. 

My  State  has  just  undertaken  a  very  extensive  study  comparing  the 
two  part  formula  with  the  three  part  formula.  Other  States  should 
know  what  we  have  discovered.  Ultimately  out  of  such  research  we 
may  find  that  an  interstate  corporation  could  actually  use  a  single 
formula  to  allocate  income  among  the  States.  As  it  stands  now,  the 
sum  of  the  parts  is  sometimes  more  than  the  whole,  and  sometimes  it 
is  less  than  the  whole,  depending  upon  the  accidental  effects  of  the 
various  formulas  used. 

I  am  looking  toward  a  kind  of  uniformity  between  the  States  to 
reduce  the  burden  of  compliance  on  the  taxpayer.  It  wouldn’t  neces¬ 
sarily  reduce  his  total  tax  payment,  but  the  cost  of  computing  it  is 
the  hidden  cost  that  rarely  gets  attention.  This  is,  I  think  you  would 
find,  of  tremendous  business  interest.  These  recent  tax  articles  in 
Fortune  magazine  indicate  great  business  concern  to  see  such  simpli¬ 
fication  accomplished.  This  Commission,  it  seems  to  me,  offers  an 
ideal  opportunity  for  bringing  attention  to  such  questions.  No  one 
State  has  strong  interest,  yet  every  State  has  an  interest,  every  busi¬ 
nessman  has  an  interest,  and  every  taxpayer  has  an  interest  in  simpli¬ 
fication  and  uniformity.  At  present  there  is  no  way  to  bring  the 
problem  into  focus  and  the  power  to  correct  it  may  reside  only  in 
Congress,  and  yet,  because  no  Federal  revenues  may  be  affected,  we 
would  do  nothing  about  it. 

Through  this  kind  of  machinery  we  might  work  out  a  sensible, 
suitable  operation  that  would  resolve  these  issues.  That  is  why  I 
think  it  will  take  more  detailed  language  to  accomplish  what  I  am 
suggesting  here. 

Dr.  Goldberg.  We  certainly  appreciate  your  offer  to  assist  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  developing  the  appropriate  language.  Apparently  what 
is  involved  here  is  our  making  explicit  the  intent  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  should  give  attention  to  the  problem  of  coordinating  and  simpli¬ 
fying  Federal,  State,  and  local  tax  laws  and  practices  so  as  to  elimi¬ 
nate  or  minimize  elements  of  duplication  or  undesirable  tax  compe¬ 
tition. 

Representative  Johnson.  I  think  there  are  some  very  fundamental 
things  to  be  accomplished  for  good  from  the  taxpayers’  standpoint, 
as  well  as  the  Government’s  standpoint. 

Representative  Fountain.  We  have  a  quorum  call  in  the  House. 

The  committee  stands  recessed  until  tomorrow  morning  at  10  o’clock. 

(Whereupon,  at  12:15  p.m.,  the  committee  recessed  until  10  a.m., 
Wednesday,  June  17, 1959.) 
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WEDNESDAY,  JUNE  17,  1959 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 
Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee 

of  the  House  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

and  Senate  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

Washington ,  D.C. 

The  House  subcommittee  and  Senate  committee  met,  pursuant  to 
recess,  at  10 :30  a.m.,  in  Old  Supreme  Court  Chamber,  U.S.  Capitol, 
Senator  Edmund  S.  Muskie  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Muskie  and  Gruening;  Representatives  Foun¬ 
tain,  Dwyer,  Smith,  and  Langen. 

Also  present :  Dr.  Delphis  C.  Goldberg,  professional  staff  member, 
and  James  R.  Naughton,  counsel,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Sub¬ 
committee;  Walter  L.  Reynolds,  staff  director;  and  Dr.  Eli  E. 
Nobleman,  professional  staff  member,  Senate  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

I  take  this  opportunity  to  announce  that  the  joint  hearing  origi¬ 
nally  scheduled  for  tomorrow  will  be  held,  instead,  on  Monday,  June 
22,  at  which  time  testimony  will  be  taken  from  Mr.  Meyer  Ivestnbaum 
of  the  Kestnbaum  Commission  and  from  Gov.  G.  Mennen  Williams, 
of  Michigan.  However,  hearings  will  be  held  as  scheduled  on  this 
Friday  at  10  o’clock. 

It  is  a  privilege  to  present  as  our  first  witness  Congressman  Michel, 
who,  I  understand,  served  on  the  subcommittee  last  year. 

Representative  Fountain.  Before  Mr.  Michel  proceeds,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  would  like  to  say  that  he  was  one  of  the  very  able  members  of 
the  subcommittee  who  participated  in  our  earlier  hearings  and  made 
a  very  substantial  contribution.  We  hated  very  badly  to  lose  him 
from  our  subcommittee,  but  somehow  he  got  it  in  his  head  that  he 
wanted  to  get  his  hands  on  the  purse  strings ;  so  he  went  to  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee. 

I  do  want  to  say  that  he  has  been  a  very  helpful  member  of  our 
subcommittee  and  I  feel  sure  that  he  will  make  a  contribution  to  these 
hearings. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

Representative  Michel.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  I  certainly  appreciate  the  gracious  remarks  of  the  gentleman 
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from  North  Carolina,  Mr.  Fountain,  who  has  served  so  ably,  of 
course,  as  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  when  we  went  across  the 
country  and,  of  course,  during  the  hearings  that  were  held  right  here 
in  Washington. 

I  regret  exceedingly  that,  serving  on  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  as  I  do,  I  am  not  able  to  have  as  a  second  committee  this  sub¬ 
committee,  because  it  is  performing  a  very  worthy  function  for  the 
American  people. 

I  have  looked  over  the  two  companion  bills  that  have  been  intro¬ 
duced  setting  up  an  Advisory  Commission.  I  must  say,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  I  will  certainly  be  supporting  these  bills  to  the  fullest 
extent. 

Of  course,  my  support,  I  think,  stems  in  the  most  part  from  the 
fact  that  I  served  on  the  subcommittee  for,  inherently,  I  have  been 
somewhat  opposed  to  the  setting  up  of  additional  bureaus,  com¬ 
missions,  and  what  not  here  in  the  city  of  Washington  and  I  suspect 
that,  if  I  did  not  serve  on  the  subcommittee  I  might  be  inclined  to 
be  opposed  to  this  one  but  for  the  fact  that  I  know  so  much  about 
what  it  will  do  and  the  function  that  it  will  perform  as  I  envisage  it. 
I  am  certainly  going  to  support  it. 

It  seems  to  me  that  during  the  course  of  our  hearings  the  lack  of 
knowledge  throughout  the  country  of  what  the  problem  is  here  is 
simply  appalling. 

I  doubt  very  much  whether  90  percent  of  the  Members  of  the 
Congress  know  the  number  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  to  the  States  and 
local  communities,  let  alone  members  of  the  State  legislature  who 
are  misinformed  or  ill  informed  on  this  particular  subject. 

There  seems  to  be  a  duplication  of  effort  in  many  areas,  so  little 
coordination,  and  the  country  is  growing  at  such  a  rate  that  we  have 
got  to  take  a  new  look  and  see  just  where  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  States  and  local  communities  fit  into  the  overall  pattern. 

It  seems  to  me  there  are  going  to  be  some  serious  objections  raised, 
at  least  on  the  House  side.  I  cannot  speak  for  the  other  body,  but 
certainly  in  the  very  fact  of  setting  up  a  new  commission  there  will 
be  objections  raised  and  I  can  hear  some  of  the  arguments  now  saying, 
“What  do  you  intend  to  do  by  this  Advisory  Commission?  The 
purpose  can  only  be  to  find  new  ways  in  which  we  can  spend  Federal 
money,  new  ways  in  which  we  can  broaden  our  scope  of  intervention 
in  State  and  local  affairs.” 

And  that  brings  me  around  to  the  matter  of  the  appointments  of 
those  who  will  serve  on  that  Commission.  I  think  it  is  a  very  important 
decision  as  to  just  who  will  be  serving  on  the  Commission.  I  know 
the  President  will  make  a  good  many  of  those  appointments,  either 
from  among  the  Governors,  the  members  of  the  State  legislature, 
or  those  in  local  government. 

I  think  it  makes  a  difference  what  position  the  President  holds  . in 
addition  to  what  position  is  taken  by  those  individual  members 
chosen. 

Whether  they  believe  in  a  strong  Federal  Government  or  whether 
they  tend  toward  the  view  of  a  loose  confederation  of  the  States. 
And  the  color  and  complexion  of  that  Commission  can  very  well 
change,  just  as  the  Supreme  Court,  for  instance,  changed  considerably 
when  Chief  Justice  Taney  presided,  after  the  Court  was  dominated 
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for  years  by  Chief  Justice  Marshall.  In  other  words,  the  Court’s 
decision  varied  considerably,  while  under  the  head  of  a  different  Su¬ 
preme  Court  J  ustice. 

There  will  be  varying  degrees  of  interpretation  of  the  Constitution. 
It  seems  to  me  that  this  will  always  be  in  the  background  in  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  deliberations. 

But  I  do  not  think  that  should  concern  them  so  much  as  facing  up 
to  the  situation  that  confronts  us  today  in  determining  what  course 
of  action  we  should  take  for  the  future. 

To  my  mind  there  are  two  principal  problems  with  which  the  Com¬ 
mission  could  very  well  be  faced  at  the  outset.  The  first  and  over¬ 
riding  problem  as  I  see  it,  is  that  of  a  competition  for  revenues  at  the 
Federal,  State  and  local  level. 

In  this  connection,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might,  I  would  like  to  just 
quote  from  an  editorial  which  I  plucked  out  of  my  “Peoria  Journal 
Star”  just  yesterday  morning.  I  would  like  to  read  just  several  pas¬ 
sages  and  then  include  the  entire  editorial  for  the  record,  if  I  might. 

This  has  to  do  with  Federal  education  but  I  want  to  in  particular 
cite  the  fact  that  would  deal  with  this  problem  of  taxing  at  all  three 
levels. 

Federal  subsidies  for  public  schools  were  never  as  great  a  threat  as  they  are 
today.  People  of  this  area  have  voted  to  increase  school  tax  rates  and  higher 
taxes  this  year  are  largely  the  result. 

Real  estate  taxes  in  my  home  community  went  up  any  number  of 
dollars  as  we  just  got  our  tax  bills  this  last  month  as  a  result  of  a  tax 
referendum  and  a  tax  multiplier  imposed  by  the  State. 

But,  in  addition  to  being  hit  by  higher  local  taxes,  they  are  about  to  be  dealt 
another  blow  for  school  funds — a  half  cent  increase  in  the  State  sales  tax. 

I  am  confident  the  legislature  will  pass  that  and  that  will  be  ear¬ 
marked  specifically  for  schools. 

Then  it  goes  on  to  say : 

Certainly  there  is  no  reason  for  hitting  us  a  third  time  for  the  same  thing — 
that  is,  higher  Federal  taxes  to  pay  for  public  school  handouts  from  Washington. 

And  so  later  on  in  the  editorial : 

If  you  feel  the  pinch  of  local  taxes,  and  if  you  are  already  wincing  at  the 
thought  of  a  higher  State  sales  tax,  now  is  the  time  to  let  the  people  represent¬ 
ing  you  in  Washington  know  that  you  do  not  want  “Federal  aid  to  education” 
taxes  added  to  your  burden. 

Well,  aside  from  the  philosophy  of  whether  one  is  for  or  against 
the  proposition  of  Federal  aid  to  education,  it  just  points  up  so  well 
this  biggest  problem  as  I  see  it:  The  competition  for  revenues  be¬ 
tween  the  three  levels  of  government. 

And  then  it  seems  to  me  the  second  big  problem  with  which  the 
Commission  will  be  faced  will  be  that  of  the  explosive  population 
growth.  You  know,  we  talk  about  a  shrinking  world  but  it  seems  to 
be  a  shrinking  United  States,  also. 

There  are  more  and  more  coming  off  the  farm,  gravitating  toward 
the  large  metropolitan  centers.  I  am  sure  the  chairman  and  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  subcommittee  will  agree  that  when  we  made  the  tour 
through  the  country  one  of  the  biggest  problems  with  which  we  were 
confronted  was  that  of  the  metropolitan  areas,  the  urbanization  that 
is  going  on. 
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And  it  seems  to  me  that  the  States  themselves  are  at  fault  to  some 
degree,  either  by  their  outmoded  constitutions,  or  by  the  fact  that 
they  have  failed  to  live  up  to  their  responsibility  and  so  we  find,  as 
a  result,  today,  some  mayors  of  the  larger  cities  more  influential  and 
more  dominant  than  the  Governors  of  their  States,  and  it  causes 
them,  as  we  have  seen  through  our  testimony  and  our  evidence,  to 
make  the  trek  directly  to  Washington,  bypassing  their  State  capital. 
I  think  this  is  something  that  we  have  to  face  up  to,  and  certainly 
the  Commission,  it  seems  to  me,  would  address  itself  to  these  problems 
which  will  be  faced  in  the  future. 

I  think  yesterday  during  the  course  of  the  testimony,  the  question 
was  asked  by  the  junior  Senator  from  Maine,  whether  or  not  this 
would  be  a  duplication  of  the  Kestnbaum  Commission’s  findings. 

I  say  no,  by  no  means.  We  are  living  in  such  flexible  times  that 
the  establishment  of  a  permanent  Commission  is  definitely  necessary. 

Take,  for  instance,  the  President’s  proposal  to  increase  the  gasoline 
tax.  Why?  Because,  while  we  thought  the  highway  construction 
program  at  one  time  was  going  to  be  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis  and  that 
there  would  be  sufficient  money  in  the  trust  fund,  we  find  now  that 
because  of  the  recession,  and  through  action  taken  by  the  Congress  to 
beef  up  the  program,  we  are  deficient  in  revenues  and  so  it  causes  a 
change  of  plans. 

How  well  it  might  have  been  if  the  President  would  have  called  in 
the  Commission  members :  “Would  you  be  so  good  as  to  give  me  your 
counsel  and  advice?” 

This  is  certainly  an  area  where  the  local  and  State  communities  are 
fighting  for  tax  revenue  from  the  gasoline  tax  and  here  we  are,  the 
Federal  Government,  asking  for  an  increase. 

To  my  mind  there  is  all  the  justification  in  the  world  for  a  perma¬ 
nent  Commission  of  this  type,  so  long  as  it  stays  within  reasonable 
bounds  and  does  not  grow  and  grow. 

I  see  no  reason  why  it  should  have  to  hire  any  number  more  than 
the  bare  necessity  of  individuals  for  administrative  purposes,  and  I 
certainly  want  to  assure  the  committee  that  serving  on  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee,  I  will  go  to  bat  with  that  committee  for  the 
necessary  funds  to  give  the  Commission  the  administration  help  that 
it  needs. 

I  do  not  know  that  I  would  belabor  the  point  any  more,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  but  to  say  that  I  think  it  is  a  very  worthwhile  objective  that  this 
legislation  is  designed  for,  and  I  want  to  support  it  with  everything 
that  is  within  me. 

Senator  Mttskie.  Thank  you,  Congressman,  for  your  statement,  and 
I  might  at  this  point  say,  without  objection,  the  editorial  to  which 
you  have  referred  will  be  included  in  the  record. 

(The  editorial  in  Peoria  Journal  Star  follows:) 

[From  the  Peoria  Journal  Star,  June  14,  1959] 

The  “Federal  Aid”  Threat 

Federal  subsidies  for  public  schools  were  never  as  great  a  threat  as  they 
are  today. 

People  of  this  area  have  voted  to  increase  school  tax  rates  and  higher  taxes 
this  year  are  largely  the  result. 

But  in  addition  to  being  hit  by  higher  local  taxes,  they  are  about  to  be  dealt 
another  blow  for  school  funds,  a  half-cent  increase  in  the  State  sales  tax. 
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Certainly  there  is  no  reason  for  hitting  us  a  third  time  for  the  same  thing; 
that  is,  higher  Federal  taxes  to  pay  for  public  school  handouts  from  Washington. 

But  that  is  what  is  brewing  in  Congress.  The  hopper  is  full  of  “Federal 
aid  to  education”  bills,  the  result  of  skillful  and  high-powered  lobbying  by  the 
National  Education  Association. 

“Federal  aid  to  education”  would  take  money  from  Illinois,  where  we  are 
digging  deep  into  our  pockets  to  support  our  schools,  and  use  it  to  pay  for 
schools  in  States  supposedly  less  able  to  support  education  than  we  are. 

“Federal  aid  to  education”  is  the  costliest  way  to  finance  schools  because 
Federal  bureaucracy  always  takes  a  lot  more  in  taxes  than  it  returns  in  hand¬ 
outs. 

If  you  feel  the  pinch  of  local  taxes,  and  if  you  are  already  wincing  at  the 
thought  of  a  higher  States  sales  tax,  now  is  the  time  to  let  the  people  represent¬ 
ing  you  in  Washington  know  that  you  don’t  want  “Federal  aid  to  education” 
taxes  added  to  your  burden. 

There  are  other  compelling  reasons,  of  course,  wThy  Federal  subsidies  are  a 
threat  to  public  education. 

One  of  these  is  the  fact  that  Federal  handouts  would  have  strings  tied  to 
them.  Federal  controls  would  appear  few  and  innocuous  at  first,  but  they 
would  be  there.  Washington  always  controls  what  it  subsidizes.  And  the 
controls  would  increase.  The  outcome  of  a  program  of  Federal  aid  to  schools 
would  be  a  Federal  system  of  schools.  Local  school  boards  would  only  ad¬ 
minister  regulations  sent  from  Washington. 

There  is  no  need  for  Federal  handouts  for  public  schools.  A  special  commit¬ 
tee,  after  studying  the  problem  for  President  Eisenhower,  reported  5  years 
ago  “that  Federal  aid  is  not  necessary  either  for  current  operating  expenses 
for  public  schools  or  for  capital  expenditures  for  new  school  facilities.” 

Federal  handouts  are  not  free.  The  money  comes  from  our  pockets.  And 
we  are  paying  plenty  for  the  support  of  our  schools  without  being  gouged  by 
the  Federal  tax  collector  for  the  same  purpose. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  might  point  out  our  next  witness  has  a  noon 
train  to  catch  so  I  hope  we  may  limit  the  questions  at  this  point  and 
perhaps  later  if  we  nave  other  questions  of  the  Congressman,  we 
might  get  him  back. 

Representative  Michel.  Might  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be 
most  glad  to  defer  to  whomever  it  is  who  has  to  catch  the  train  because 
I  know  what  the  problem  is  he  faces  just  as  I  have  faced  a  number  of 
times. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  am  sure  I  have  some  questions  and  I  know  other  members  of  the 
committee  do. 

Our  next  witness,  then,  and  we  are  very  happy  to  have  him  here,  is 
the  mayor  of  Milwaukee,  Mayor  Frank  P.  Zeidler — and  I  hope  we  can 
enable  him  to  catch  that  noon  train. 

Mayor  Zeidler — Congressman  Reuss  will  present  the  mayor. 

Representative  Fountain.  Before  Congressman  Reuss  presents  the 
mayor,  I’d  like  to  say  that  Congressman  Reuss  was  a  very  active  mem¬ 
ber  of  our  subcommittee.  We  hated  to  lose  him.  He  made  substan¬ 
tial  contributions  to  our  work  but  we  are  delighted  that  he  can  still 
participate  in  our  work  by  being  present  here  this  morning  with  the 
distinguished  mayor  whom  he  will  introduce. 

STATEMENT  OE  HON.  HENRY  S.  REUSS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  WISCONSIN 

Representative  Reuss.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  chairman  has  been  very 
kind  to  me  one  time  in  a  matter  of  Slavic  philology  when  lie  visited 
Milwaukee  last  fall,  and  I  must  tell  him  a  little  about  German  diph¬ 
thongs.  What  seems  like  “Zeedler”  is  in  fact  “Zidler,”  just  as  what 
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appears  to  be  “Roos”,  in  Milwaukee  is  in  fact  “Royce,”  and  it  is  Mayor 
Zeidler  I  am  about  to  introduce. 

I  am  particularly  delighted  to  be  back  here.  I  was  a  member  of  the 
very  energetic  and  fruitful  Fountain  subcommittee  some  months  ago — 
whether  it  was  in  an  effort  to  weed  out  deadwood  or  just  to  rearrange 
things  I  do  not  know,  but  I  was  combed  out  of  the  subcommittee ;  but 
I  retained  my  interest  in  it  and  my  admiration  for  the  fine  job  it  has 
done.  It  goes  without  saying  I  heartily  approve  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee’s  recommendation  for  a  permanent  Advisory  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations. 

I  am  extremely  proud  that  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  has 
selected  Mayor  Zeidler  of  Milwaukee  to  make  this  presentation.  I  am 
looking  forward  to  hearing  the  mayor’s  statement  and  I  am  confident 
it  will  be  up  to  his  usual  standard  of  excellence. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  must  apologize  to  the  mayor  for  mispronounc¬ 
ing  his  name. 

I  was  well  indoctrinated  while  I  was  in  Milwaukee  last  fall  as  to 
the  benefits  of  his  administration. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  FRANK  P.  ZEIDLER,  MAYOR  OF  THE  CITY  OF 

MILWAUKEE,  WIS. 

Mayor  Zeidler.  I  am  used  to  having  all  kinds  of  pronunciations  of 
my  name.  I  am  always  glad,  no  matter  how  they  do  pronounce  my 
name,  if  they  put  an  “X”  behind  it. 

I  might  say  I  am  very  pleased  again  to  be  before  at  least  some  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  committee,  who  represent  the  House  side  of  this  commit¬ 
tee.  I  spoke  before  the  House  committee  about  2  years  ago.  I  am 
also  honored  to  be  introduced  by  Representative  Reuss  who  is  a  very 
popular  man  in  Milwaukee,  has  a  great  following,  and  is  recognized 
in  our  community  as  one  of  the  outstanding  Congressmen  of  all  time 
that  Milwaukee  has  sent  to  Congress.  He  has  been  very  progressive 
and  most  interested  in  municipal  affairs,  as  well  as  the  affairs  of  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  and  of  the  Nation. 

If  the  chairman  permits  and  the  members  of  the  committee  agree,  I 
will  read  my  statement,  but  make  a  few  remarks  in  between  to 
amplify  it. 

My  name  is  Frank  P.  Zeidler.  I  am  the  present  mayor  of  the  city 
of  Milwaukee,  Wis.,  a  position  which  I  have  held  since  1948.  I  am 
representing  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors,  a  national  organization 
of  approximately  300  major  cities,  with  respect  to  H.R.  6904,  the 
Fountain  bill,  and  S.  2026,  the  Muskie  bill,  which  are  bills  to  estab¬ 
lish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

These  proposals  apparently  are  the  culmination  of  discussions  and 
hearings  which  have  resulted  from  the  report  of  the  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  which  was  transmitted  to  President 
Eisenhower  on  June  20,  1955,  by  Mr.  Meyer  Kestnbaum,  the  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Commission.  This  Commission,  as  you  recall,  was  estab¬ 
lished  pursuant  to  Public  Law  109,  which  was  approved  July  10, 1953, 
and  which  was  set  up  largely  because  there  was  so  much  conflict  be¬ 
tween  the  various  levels  of  government — National,  State,  and  local — 
particularly  with  respect  to  finances,  Government  grants- in-aids,  and 
tax  sources. 
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I  am  well  aware  that  the  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  Committee  on  Government  Operations  has  had 
many  meetings  and  hearings  on  the  work  of  the  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations.  Approximately  2  years  ago  I  had  the  honor 
to  represent  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  in  one  such  hearing  held 
by  this  committee  on  this  report  of  the  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations. 

In  an  earlier  statement  which  I  gave  this  committee  and  which  is  in 
your  record,  I  stated  that  I  thought  the  Commission  on  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Relations  did  commence  the  work  on  the  study  of  problems 
in  governmental  relationships  in  a  thorough  and  workmanlike  manner 
and  drew  many  sound  conclusions,  even  though  I  did  not  agree  with 
all  of  the  recommendations  of  the  Commission.  However,  I  did  ex¬ 
press  my  fears  when  the  Commission  was  originally  formed  on  the 
grounds  that  it  would  lead  to  an  attempt  to  dismantle  Federal  aid  to 
cities  and  to  end  welfare  programs  of  especial  importance  to  urban 
populations.  There  was  pressure  on  the  State  governments  by  large 
taxpayers  to  stop  the  Federal  payments  of  funds  for  various  grants- 
in-aid,  such  as  housing  and  other  things  which  are  very  vital  to  urban 
populations. 

Of  course  the  cities  were  alarmed,  because,  as  you  know,  when  a 
person  moves  into  a  city  he  usually  has  only  one  source  of  income,  and 
that  is  the  sale  of  his  ability  to  work.  When  he  cannot  work  or  he 
cannot  sell  his  labor  power,  he  needs  assistance  from  the  community 
at  large,  and  it  is  for  this  reason  that  many  Government  grants-in- 
aid  were  set  up.  Other  Government  grants-in-aid  came  for  other 
reasons,  such  as  the  highway  program,  which  came  because  there  was 
a  lack  of  coordination  between  local,  State,  and  Federal  Governments 
on  the  highway  problems. 

The  relief  problem  which  appeared  about  1932  and  1933  when  the 
U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  was  in  its  initial  formations  caused  the 
cities  to  ask  that  the  Federal  Government  supply  funds  to  take  care 
of  the  mounting  relief  rolls  in  these  communities. 

And  so  there  was  a  great  fear  that  the  State  governments,  using  the 
idea  of  States  rights,  were  seeking  to  dismantle  Federal  assistance  to 
the  urban  areas. 

I  further  expressed  a  fear  that  there  might  be  an  attempt,  based 
on  debate  resulting  from  a  study  of  intergovernmental  relations,  to 
shove  onto  unwilling  or  hostile  State  governments  functions  which 
they  were  unwilling  to  assume  or  which  they  could  not  assume.  I 
generally  expressed  the  fear  of  many  city  governments  of  their  State 
governments,  which  the  cities  regard  as  hostile  to  them  in  the  matter 
of  grants-in-aids,  in  providing  salutary  legislation  and  in  providing 
proper  representation.  The  cities  have  been  afraid  that  States  are 
seeking  to  cut  off  the  rights  of  city  people  to  be  represented  fully  in 
the  State  government,  while  at  the  same  time  the  States  were  trying 
to  deny  the  cities  access  to  the  Federal  Government. 

Now  this  is  very  important  because,  as  you  know,  in  many  States 
of  the  Nation  the  principal  number  of  people  live  in  urban  centers,  but 
they  are  very  poorly  represented  in  the  State  legislatures.  In  the 
past  decade  there  has  been  an  attempt  by  State  legislatures  all  over 
the  Nation  to  further  continue  this  system  of  underrepresentation  of 
local  and  urban  governments,  and  to  fix  firmly  into  law  a  system  of 
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representation  which  would  forever  deprive  the  people  in  the  urban 
centers  of  representation  according  to  population,  in  even  one  house 
of  usually  two-house  legislatures. 

The  cities  are  especially  afraid  of  this  because  if  they  have  no 
place  to  present  their  problems  in  the  State  legislature,  they  at  least 
can  come  to  the  Federal  Government.  They  have  felt  that  the  States 
were  trying  to  cut  them  off  from  appearing  before  the  Federal 
Government  to  meet  problems  which  the  States  were  unable  or  un¬ 
willing  to  meet. 

Continuing  my  statement:  I  warned  the  subcommittee  that  the 
cities’  relationships  with  State  Governments  were  not  of  the  best 
and  that  any  attempt  by  State  interests  to  cut  cities  off  from  approach¬ 
ing  the  Federal  Government  for  relief  would  be  vigorously  countered 
by  the  cities.  My  statement  to  this  subcommittee  also  pointed  out 
that  the  States  had  been  unwilling,  unable,  or  slow  to  deal  with  such 
problems  of  the  city  as  traffic  and  highways,  housing  aids,  metro¬ 
politan  organization,  and  civil  defense,  to  name  but  a  few. 

Nevertheless,  despite  the  cities’  original  fears  that  a  study  of  inter¬ 
governmental  relationships  was  aimed  at  their  well-being,  I  expressed 
the  belief  on  behalf  of  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  that  a  study  of 
intergovernmental  relationships  was  necessary  and  that  a  continuing 
review  of  these  relationships  is  highly  desirable,  provided  cities  and 
their  representatives  could  participate  in  discussions  and  deliberations. 

My  earler  statement  to  this  committee  further  pointed  out  that  the 
United  States  has  developed  such  a  welter  of  governments  that  it 
would  be  necessary  for  wisely  conceived  legislation  to  continually  seek 
to  simplify  these  governments  to  make  them  understandable,  both 
for  the  sake  of  economy  and  efficiency  of  government  and  for  the 
sake  of  easy  understanding  by  the  people  who  must  exercise  their 
democratic  rights  and  duties  through  these  governments. 

In  this  connection  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  in  Wisconsin,  the 
State — far  from  simplifying  the  types  of  government — has  by  special 
legislation,  particularly  designed  against  the  city  of  Milwaukee  to 
prevent  its  expansion,  created  a  whole  new  set  of  local  governments 
in  the  Milwaukee  area,  carving  them  out  of  townships — areas  which 
are  largely  rural.  The  total  number  of  governments  in  what  is  the 
Milwaukee  metropolitan  area,  contiguous  governments,  now  runs  to 
about  24  cities,  villages,  or  other  communities  which  are  incorporated, 
thus  making  administration  extremely  difficult  in  this  area.  This 
occurred  despite  the  plea  by  many  community  leaders  that  there 
ought  to  be  some  better  type  of  organization  in  the  area. 

In  my  earlier  statement  I  further  commented  to  the  subcommittee 
that  an  important  task  of  government  would  be  to  sort  out  the  chaotic 
conditions  of  the  various  governments  which  had  developed  because 
it  was  difficult  to  administer  grants-in-aid  and  to  develop  a  logical 
tax  program.  I  also  pointed  out  that  the  Federal  Government  had 
a  heavy  impact  on  the  growth  and  development  of  the  operation  of 
cities,  particularly  through  the  highway  program,  through  the  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Home  Finance  Agency,  through  taxation,  and  through  the 
efforts  directed  toward  national  defense. 

For  instance,  if  an  atomic  energy  installation  comes  into  an  area 
as  it  did  around  Savannah,  Ga.,  or  southern  Ohio,  this  has  a  tremen¬ 
dous  impact  upon  the  local  governments  in  that  it  brings  in  many 
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people  who  require  schools  and  education  and  all  types  of  community 
services. 

Or  take  the  work  of  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency,  espe¬ 
cially  through  FHA.  The  burgeoning  of  suburbs  you  see  around 
every  community  has  developed  largely  through  the  ease  with  which 
money  can  be  borrowed  for  houses.  This  means  that  a  tremendous 
load  is  placed  upon  the  local  government  to  supply  sewer  and  water 
and  schools,  and  the  taxation  necessary  to  provide  it  is  often  not  there 
because  the  people  who  have  purchased  homes  with  an  FHA  guar¬ 
antee  oftentimes  do  so  at  the  very  margin  of  their  ability  to  pay,  and 
they  cannot  pay  any  more  for  taxes  necessary  to  service  these  homes. 

If  one  were  to  take  the  F ederal  Interstate  Highway  System  and  the 
way  in  which  it  is  cutting  through  cities,  changing  the  whole  char¬ 
acter  of  cities,  placing  the  heavy  burden  upon  cities  that  they  cannot 
meet,  particularly  when  cities  have  to  provide  for  schools,  it  can  be 
seen  that  this  program  also  has  a  tremendous  impact,  not  always  to 
the  good,  upon  cities. 

My  earlier  statement  also  showed  that  the  water  problem  of  cities 
was  a  matter  that  reached  across  the  State  lines,  and  that  the  impact 
of  Federal  actions  on  rivers  and  harbors  and  airports  had  especially 
vital  effects  on  the  growth  and  development  of  the  city.  The  state¬ 
ment  emphasized  that  the  Federal  Government  relations  with  the 
cities  in  connection  with  urban  renewal  and  the  social  problems  that 
come  from  the  aging  of  the  cities  was  most  important.  It  pointed  out,, 
too,  the  deficiencies  of  the  State  governments  in  dealing  with  their 
own  children,  the  big  cities.  The  State  legislatures  were  simply  not 
adequate  or  prepared  psychologically  to  meet  the  problem  of  the  rede¬ 
velopment  and  repair  of  cities  which  were  aging,  particularly  those 
east  of  the  Mississippi  River. 

It  is  not  my  purpose  here  to  recount  specifically  what  was  said  in 
the  presentation  of  this  statement  made  to  the  Committee  in  1957. 
This  presentation  is  in  your  files.  However,  I  recount  them  in  order 
to  state  to  you  that  the  conditions  I  mentioned  in  1957  have  changed 
but  little.  There  still  exists  a  tremendous  confusion  of  governments 
and  in  some  instances  this  situation  has  grown  worse.  The  States  are 
still  struggling,  mostly  unsuccessfully,  with  the  financial  problems  of 
the  cities  and  even  with  their  own  financial  problems.  Thus  you  will 
find  may  States  who  have  segregated  highway  funds  have  ample  funds 
to  pay  for  highways  but  do  not  have  enough  funds  to  pay  for  institu¬ 
tions  or  welfare  needs  or  other  problems,  and  they  often  tend  to  finance 
themselves  by  systems  of  taxation  which  very  heavily  tax  the  urban 
dweller  and  distribute  the  money  elsewhere. 

Now  this  is  admissible  and  good  to  a  certain  extent,  but  what  is 
happening  at  the  present  time,  because  of  the  States’  methods  of  financ¬ 
ing,  is  that  most  of  the  cities  are  going  heavily  into  to  meet  their 
own  problem. 

The  impact  of  the  Federal  Government  continues  to  be  immense 
upon  the  cities.  Therefore,  for  all  of  these  reasons,  it  is  highly  advis¬ 
able  to  establish  a  permanent  advisory,  bipartisan  commission  on 
intergovernmental  relations  in  order  to  develop  better  coordination 
and  cooperation  between  the  various  levels  of  government.  As  the 
bill  proposes,  it  is  also  necessary  to  apply  scientific  knowledge  and 
understanding  to  the  developments  of  our  increasingly  urban  society 
which,  as  the  bill  so  correctly  states,  is  also  increasingly  complex. 
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The  great  bulk  of  the  increase  in  population  in  the  United  States 
today,  at  least  so  far  as  statistics  are  concerned  that  I  can  reach,  in¬ 
dicate  that  this  population  is  going  into  the  cities.  It  is  for  this  reason 
that  the  cities  need  scientific  advice  as  to  how  this  population  can  be 
handled,  what  is  the  best  way  to  plan  for  it,  how  can  industries  be 
established  to  employ  the  people  of  these  particular  communities, 
and  how  can  the  necessary  community  services  be  established. 

One  of  the  reasons  for  the  difficulties  of  understanding  which  exists 
between  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  is  the  fact  that 
there  has  not  been  a  systematic  attempt  to  bring  leaders  of  the  various 
types  of  governments  together  on  a  regular  and  systematic  basis  for 
formal  discussion  of  the  problems  that  these  governments  face.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  at  the  State  level  of  government  there  has  been  a 
hostility  and  a  fear  of  the  urban  governments  which  has  kept  the 
State  officials  remote  and  apart  from  the  developments  of  urban  centers 
and  largely  unaware  of  these  developments. 

For  instance,  one  of  the  great  phenomena  in  America  political  life 
is  the  fact  that  you  have  rivalry  between  State  capitals  and  big  cities. 
In  New  York,  it  is  the  struggle  between  New  York  and  Albany.  In 
Illinois,  it  is  the  struggle  between  Chicago  and  Springfield.  In  Ohio, 
it  is  the  struggle  between  Cleveland  and  some  of  the  big  cities  and 
the  capital  at  Columbus.  In  every  instance  we  find  there  is  a  kind 
of  tension  in  the  strain  existing  between  the  State  governments  and 
the  large  cities. 

You  heard  the  previous  speaker,  the  Representative  from  Illinois, 
mention  that  this  condition  seemed  to  exist  in  that  State. 

Rills  IT.R.  6904  and  S.  2026,  I  believe,  would  remedy  this  lack  of 
formal  assembly  to  gather  information  from  all  levels  of  government 
in  order  to  adjust  the  difficulties  which  may  exist  between  these,  levels. 
It  would  also  remedy  the  lack  of  sense  of  direction  which  the  Federal, 
State,  and  local  governments  have  as  to  where  each  one  is  going  with 
respect  to  each  other.  It  will  provide  an  avenue  for  channeling  the 
best  technical  information  and  most  comprehensive  knowledge  that 
is  now  possessed  by  experts  in  the  United  States  in  the  science  of 
government  that  this  knowledge  may  be  able  to  improve  the  inner- 
workings  of  government  in  the  United  States. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  in  the  Commission’s  report — that  is, 
Mr.  Kestnbaum’s,  that  there  was  a  statement  made  that  it  was  the 
function  of  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  to  work  on  the 
problem  of  civil  defense  as  it  was  related  to  that  agency.  The  agency 
returned  with  a  reply  which  you  have  in  your  records  stating  to  the 
effect  that  this  problem  is  so  immense  that  it  could  not  solve  it  and 
therefore  it  has  done  nothing  on  the  problem. 

Now,  with  the  creation  of  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles  and 
weapons  that  can  destroy  cities  with  one  blow,  the  whole  question  of 
the  future  of  the  cities  ought  to  be  considered,  not  only  by  the  Housing 
and  Home  Finance  Agency  but  by  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments,  because  here  is  the  first  line  of  our  defense.  There  has  been 
no  concerted  discussions  between  the  various  Federal  agencies  that 
have  such  an  impact  on  the  cities.  The  cities  themselves  and  the 
States  together  have  independently  had  a  little  bit  of  discussion,  but 
not  together;  so  that  we  do  not  have  any  sense  of  direction  as  to  what 
we  should  do  for  the  future  in  city  planning:  Shall  we  have  these 
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great  vulnerable  urban  concentrations  or  shall  we  find  some  other 
type  of  a  community  ? 

Continuing  my  statement :  I  am  especially  gratified  that  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  that  the  membership  of  the  Commission  be  composed  of  at  least 
four  mayors,  to  be  submitted  jointly  by  the  United  States  Conference 
of  Mayors  and  the  American  Municipal  Association,  along  with  the 
other  categories  of  people  which  are  mentioned  in  the  bill.  This 
representation  of  mayors  is  especially  important  for  American  munici¬ 
palities  because  it  has  been  the  cities’  fear  in  times  past  that  i inter¬ 
governmental  relations  meant  relationships  only  existing  between  the 
State  government  and  the  Federal  Government,  and  that  the  cities 
would  be  excluded  from  any  decisions  which  may  be  derived  from  a 
discussion  by  officers  representing  only  these  two  branches  of  govern¬ 
ment.  The  municipalities  do  not  object,  of  course,  to  representation 
by  the  Governors  or  even  to  representation  by  counties  since  many 
counties  are  obtaining  urban  characteristics;  but  they  do  not  want  to 
be  excluded  entirely  from  intergovernmental  discussions,  as  patterns 
seem  to  have  developed  in  the  recent  past. 

It  should  be  stated  here  that  important  as  the  relationships  between 
the  Federal  and  State  governments  are,  these  relationships  have  with 
some  exceptions  taken  a  definite  pattern  and  are  more  or  less  formal¬ 
ized  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States;  however,  in  the  great 
area  of  growth  of  governmental  relationships  between  cities  and  the 
Federal  Government,  there  is  no  formal  pattern  which  has  been  set 
in  times  past  which  would  enable  these  relationships  to  be  properly 
and  delicately  adjusted  as  time  goes  on.  Now,  with  the  tremendous 
growth  of  urban  population  in  the  United  States,  it  is  highly  necessary 
that  such  a  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  be  estab¬ 
lished.  This  is  the  first  step  needed  for  a  larger  development  of 
growth,  interest,  and  study  in  the  great  problems  that  exist  between 
cities  and  States  and  between  cities  and  the  Federal  Government. 

In  connection  with  bills  H.R.  6904  and  S.  2026  too,  it  is  important 
to  note  that  there  are  two  other  categories  of  bills  which  are  receiving 
consideration  by  another  subcommittee  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives. 

The  first  of  these  two  categories  is  a  group  of  bills,  H.R.  781,  H.R. 
2423,  H.R.  984,  which  would  create  a  department  of  urban  affairs. 
One  of  the  bills  calls  this  department  a  “Department  of  Urbiculture.” 
The  purpose  of  this  department  would  be  to  assist  the  city  govern¬ 
ments  and  metropolitan  areas  of  the  United  States  to  meet  their  needs 
by  assistance  through  education,  research,  technical  services,  and  such 
other  services  as  Congress  may  later  describe. 

For  my  own  part,  I  believe  that  such  a  department  ought  to  be 
created,  particularly  because  of  the  huge  populations  now  living  in 
urban  areas.  There  would  be  some  objection  to  such  a  department 
on  the  ground  that  it  is  an  invasion  of  the  historic  prerogative  of  State 
government  and  city  home  rule.  An  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  could  study  the  entire  proposition  of  these 
bills  to  see  whether  such  a  department  is  desirable.  An  Advisory 
Commission  could  make  recommendations  on  some  sort  of  formal 
recognition  of  the  important  city-Federal  relationships  that  have 
developed  in  recent  times,  especially  through  the  impact  of  the  Federal 
Government’s  operations  in,  on,  or  near  the  cities  of  America. 
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Another  category  of  bills  is  a  group  which  reflects  the  growing 
metropolitan  problem  of  the  United  States.  These  bills,  H.R.  2416, 
H.R.  7282,  and  H.R.  7378,  are  similar  in  most  respects.  They  call 
for  the  establishment  of  a  Commission  on  Metropolitan  Problems  and 
Urban  Development.  It  is  perhaps  within  the  knowledge  of  this 
committee  that  the  multiplication  of  urban  problems  in  the  metro¬ 
politan  areas  has  occurred  so  rapidly  that  many  State  governments 
have  established  commissions  to  study  this  problem.  Local  govern¬ 
ments,  too,  are  intensely  interested  in  it.  There  is  today  a  great 
amount  of  local  clashing  in  metropolitan  areas  between  the  frag¬ 
mented  governments  that  have  grown  up  in  those  areas  as  they 
expanded. 

Note  for  example  in  the  New  York  City  area,  there  is  an  attempt 
at  cooperation  between  New  York  and  the  communities  surrounding 
it  and  the  New  Jersey  cities.  This  is  a  matter  which  involves  local, 
State  and  Federal  relationships.  You  will  shortly,  hear  testimony  on 
the  Nashville  problem.  There  was  an  attempt  to  develop  a  new  pat¬ 
tern  of  metropolitan  government  there. 

In  Seattle  there  was  an  attempt  to  develop  a  new  metropolitan 
pattern  which  developed  out  of  a  bad  sewage  problem.  In  the  city  of 
Milwaukee  too,  there  is  a  great  deal  of  discussion  over  the  metro¬ 
politan  problem. 

In  community  after  community  in  America  you  will  see  that  this 
problem  of  urban  growth  is  a  matter  that  concerns  not  only  State 
prerogatives  but  also  the  Federal  Government's  interests,  particularly 
when  these  metropolitan  areas,  as  in  the  case  of  Detroit,  are  inter¬ 
national  in  character  as  well  as  bi-State  in  character. 

The  friction  which  now  exists  in  the  great  metropolitan  areas  is 
so  great  that  it  is  attracting  the  attention  of  most  of  the  leaders  of 
public  life  in  urban  areas.  It  is  not  too  much  to  say  that  the  United 
States,  faced  with  the  great  world  problems  today,  is  hampered  in 
its  ability  to  solve  these  world  problems  by  the  vast  amount  of  internal 
friction  over  problems  of  local  government.  The  degree  to  which 
bills  H.R.  6904  and  S.  2026,  the  Fountain  and  Muskie  bills,  and  the 
two  other  categories  of  bills  can  relieve  these  internal  pressures  and 
problems  may  help  immeasurably  in  releasing  public  leadership  to 
work  on  more  important  problems.  Therefore,  in  my  opinion,  it 
would  be  advisable  for  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  carefully 
consider  these  three  classes  of  bills  and,  as  an  initial  and  constructive 
measui'e,  to  pass  and  enact  into  law  the  Fountain-Muskie  bill. 

The  large  number  of  volumes  connected  with  the-  report  of  the 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  of  1955  all  add  up  to 
the  necessity  for  the  continuation  of  an  official  body  to  deal  with  the 
problem  of  intergovernmental  relations.  I  should  point  out  this 
specific  recommendation  was  contained  in  that  1955  report. 

The  establishment  of  such  a  Commission  is  long  overdue,  and  I 
trust,  therefore,  that,  there  will  be  prompt  and  speedy  action  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  to  establish  such  a  Commission. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you,  Mayor  Zeidler,  for  an  excellent  statec 
ment. 

It  is  the  primary  purpose  of  these  hearings,  as  I  understand  them, 
to  establish  whether  or  not  such  Commission  would  be  advisable,  de- 
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sirable  and  necessary  in  the  light  of  the  existence  of  problems  which 
are  not  otherwise  being  dealt  with  adequately.  In  terms  of  this  ob¬ 
jective,  your  statement  is  outstanding. 

I  think  both  your  testimony  and  that  of  the  Congressman  indicated 
that  there  are  differences  of  opinion  as  to  what  functions  the  various 
governments  ought  to  be  performing.  I  doubt  that  it  is  the  function 
of  this  committee  to  establish  what  these  functions  are  to  be,  but  at 
the  same  time  I  think  it  is  helpful,  so  I  think  your  statement  has 
been  helpful,  in  suggesting  various  points  of  view  as  to  the  solutions 
to  these  problems  which  the  Commission  might  discuss  later  on  after 
it  is  created. 

One  point  that  I  wish  you  could  amplify  just  a  little  bit,  in  terms  of 
your  own  experience,  is  the  point  you  made  in  your  statement  that 
with  respect  to  the  relationship  between  State  and  local  governments, 
the  resistance  to  a  greater  measure  of  responsibility  on  the  level  of 
local  government  comes  from  State  governments. 

Mayor  Zeidler.  Yes,  it  does  in  my  opinion,  and  I  would  like  to 
amplify  that. 

You  see,  State  governments  were  set  up  largely  in  the  past  century 
and  they  were  set  up  when  they  were  largely  rural.  Big  cities  as 
such  existed  only  in  small  numbers. 

Now  in  recent  times  there  has  been  a  migration  from  rural  areas 
into  big  cities.  Because  of  the  way  of  life  that  exists  in  the  cities, 
which  is  different  from  that  in  rural  areas,  there  seems  ot  have  de¬ 
veloped  a  natural  hostility.  In  addition  there  has  occurred  a  shift  in 
the  balance  of  power— if  this  shift  were  to  be  recognized  by  repre¬ 
sentation  according  to  population.  A  sparcely  populated  rural 
county,  for  instance,  would  not  want  to  lose  its  representation  in  a 
State  legislature  which  has  a  fixed  number  of  seats.  As  a  result  there 
has  been  an  attempt  which  has  been  largely  successful,  to  maintain 
the  representation  in  these  rural  areas  without  giving  additional  rep¬ 
resentation  to  the  cities. 

Thus  in  the  California  Senate,  I  believe  that  San  Francisco  and 
Los  Angeles  together  represent  about  40  percent  of  the  population 
but  they  have  only  about  5  percent  of  the  representation  in  the  senate. 
And  in  Illinois  in  recent  times,  a  system  of  disproportionate  repre¬ 
sentation — representation  according  to  land  rather  than  according  to 
people,  I  think,  was  fixed  into  the  senate  of  that  particular  State. 

And  so  when  the  cities  attempt  to  present  their  problems  of  conges¬ 
tion,  of  migration,  of  decayed  housing  to  the  legislature,  their  problems 
fall  first  on  deaf  ears.  Second,  even  if  they  could  present  their  prob¬ 
lems,  their  problems  would  not  receive  any  support  because  there  are 
not  enough  people  representing  the  cities  to  give  them  that  kind  of 
vocal  support  as  well  as  the  voting  support  that  the  cities  need. 

And  because  of  this  problem  there  is  a  hostility  on  the  part  of  the 
cities  toward  the  States.  They  feel  that  the  States  are  not  taking  care 
of  their  needs  and  that  they  are  often  directly  hostile  toward  them. 
So  the  cities  as  an  alternate  means  have  made  a  trek  to  Washington 
asking  the  Federal  Government  to  set  up  grant-in-aid  programs  to 
overcome  the  deficiencies  of  the  State  governments. 

The  State  governments  also  have  a  problem.  They  do  not  have  the 
same  taxing  power  or  taxing  base  that  the  Federal  Government  has. 
Even  if  they  did  have  it,  they  would  be  prone  not  to  exercise  it.  So 
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when  the  cities  desire  assistance  for  housing  as  they  have  in  the  past, 
State  governments  generally  have  been  reluctant  to  give  them  that 
assistance  and  so  the  cities  have  come  to  the  Federal  Government  for 
assistance  to  get  rid  of  the  slums. 

And  then  the  States  have  done  another  thing.  They  have  not  paid 
attention  to  the  fact  that  there  is  a  growth  of  the  metropolitan  areas. 
For  instance,  my  community  since  1948  has  almost  doubled  in  size,  by 
annexations  and  consolidations,  but  surrounding  the  city  there  also 
has  occurred  a  great  growth. 

Now  if  the  States  had  been  alert  they  would  have  established  a 
master  plan,  or  an  agency  to  create  a  master  plan  for  these  areas  to 
permit  this  growth  to  go  forward  logically,  as  it  takes  place,  for 
instance,  in  the  city  of  Stockholm,  Sweden. 

On  the  contrary,  the  States  have  encouraged  the  fragmentation  of 
local  governments.  When  these  fragmented  governments  try  to  meet 
their  school  problems  or  their  sewer  problems  they  cannot  because 
they  do  not  have  a  tax  base  and  they  do  not  have  any  concert  of  opinion 
which  enables  them  to  act  together.  As  a  result  you  find  many  com¬ 
munities  that  are  deficient  because  they  cannot  supply  water  and  sewer 
services  for  themselves  or  they  do  not  have  enough  tax  base  for  school 
services ;  and  thus  you  have  a  great  many  headaches  that  are  develop¬ 
ing  in  the  metropolitan  areas  of  America. 

This  type  of  Advisory  Commission  proposed  in  these  bills  could 
get  these  people  together,  have  them  exchange  their  views  and  decide 
in  whose  jurisdiction  can  this  problem  be  best  solved,  whether  it  can 
best  be  solved  between  the  States  and  cities,  between  the  cities  and 
the  Federal  Government,  or  between  the  States  and  the  Federal 
Government. 

This  is  the  basis  for  the  formation  of  this  Commission. 

I  do  not  pose  the  true  answer  to  these  problems ;  I  merely  state  that 
the  Commission  is  a  channel  through  which  these  answers  can  be 
arrived  at. 

Senator  Muskie.  Would  it  be  accurate  to  say  that  within  your  State 
those  communities  which  have  within  themselves  inadequate  economic 
resources  to  meet  their  responsibilities  are  more  willing  for  the  State 
to  step  into  the  area  of  local  government,  whereas  those  communities 
which  have  a  sufficient  economic  base,  if  they  were  allowed  to  develop, 
are  strong  proponents  for  home  rule  ? 

Mayor  Zeidler.  Generally  that  holds  true,  although  not  absolutely. 

For  instance,  the  city  of  Milwaukee  is  the  most  self-sufficient  of  all 
the  24  municipalities  in  the  area.  We  are  willing  to  participate  on 
some  form  of  intermunicipal  activity.  I  cannot  speak  for  our  entire 
Milwaukee  Common  Council,  but  on  the  whole  I  think  this  council 
would  be  prepared  for  some  form  of  intermunicipal  cooperation. 
But  many  of  the  surburban  communities,  particularly  those  which  are 
the  most  deficient,  want  only  one  thing :  they  want  the  State  to  provide 
a  law  which  will  solve  their  particular  deficiency  but  which  at  the 
same  time  will  allow  them  to  carry  on  a  kind  of  “Suburban  Apartheid,” 
whereby  they  will  keep  their  economic  and  social  status  without  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  total  problems  of  the  community. 

I  think  this  is  one  of  the  real  basic  problems  of  confusion  in  the 
great  American  cities  at  the  present  time,  this  division  between  large 
city  and  suburb,  between  suburb  and  suburb,  so  that  we  are  not 
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smoothly  and  rapidly  solving  the  crucial  problems  of  population 
growth. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  know  your  time  is  limited  and  I  do  not  want  to 
monopolize  it,  so  I  will  ask  some  of  the  other  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  if  they  have  a  question. 

Representative  Fountain.  We  are  happy  to  have  you  with  us.  I 
recall  with  interest  your  very  forthright  earlier  testimony  before  the 
subcommittee.  I  had  the  pleasure  of  seeing  you  also  during  the 
course  of  the  meetings  of  the  American  Municipal  Association  in 
Boston. 

In  connection  with  what  you  said — though  I  have  no  way  of  know¬ 
ing,  until  he  testifies,  just  what  the  position  of  Mr.  Meyer  Kestnbaum 
will  be — I  think  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  in  his  letter  dated  June 
20,  1955,  to  the  President,  transmitting  the  report  of  the  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Mr.  Kestnbaum  used  this  language : 

No  inquiry  of  this  kind  could  possibly  provide  universally  satisfactory  answers 
to  all  of  the  difficult  questions  that  are  under  discussion  at  any  particular 
moment.  We  are  hopeful  this  report  will  be  regarded  as  the  beginning  rather 
than  the  end  of  a  contemporary  study  of  the  subject  of  intergovernmental  rela¬ 
tions,  and  that  it  will  stimulate  all  levels  of  government  to  examine  their  respec¬ 
tive  responsibilities  in  a  properly  balanced  federal  system. 

I  might  say  this  report  was  referred  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  which  referred  it  to 
our  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee.  After  a  very  care¬ 
ful  study  of  the  report,  we  concluded  that  it  was  advisable  to  have 
regional  hearings,  and  having  had  these  regional  hearings  and  come 
in  contact  with  the  point  of  view  of  representatives  of  all  levels  of 
government,  which  so  clearly  indicate  a  necessity  for  better  coordina¬ 
tion,  cooperation,  and  more  harmonious  working  relations  between 
the  various  levels  of  government,  I  and  others  introduced  this  particu¬ 
lar  bill. 

I  have  no  further  comments. 

Mayor  Zeidler.  I  would  like  to  make  a  comment,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  I 'am  very  happy  that  Representative  Fountain  and  Senator 
Muskie  introduced  this  bill. 

If  you  will  note  on  page  86  of  the  Kestnbaum  report,  the  report 
said  that  for  continuing  attention  to  intergovernmental  relations 
there  must  be  a  permanent  committee  established. 

I  do  not  say  it  will  solve  everything,  but  there  must  be  a  continual 
feeding  of  information  back  and  forth  so  that  each  level  of  govern¬ 
ment  can  correct  its  course  by  what  others  are  doing. 

We  are  introducing  into  the  field  of  governmental  relations  this 
principle  of  cybernetics,  that  is  a  “feedback”  mechanism,  to  enable  us 
to  steer  our  course  in  a  conservative  well-planned  manner. 

Representative  Dwyer.  I  would  like  to  ask  one  question :  I  too 
would  like  to  comment  on  your  very  constructive  statement  this 
morning,  Mr.  Mayor. 

How  would  you  envision  that  an  Advisory  Commission  could  help 
the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors?  In  a  very  practical  way? 

Mayor  Zeidler.  I  will  give  you  a  practical  illustration :  As  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  report  of  the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 
the  Kestnbaum  report,  there  appeared  a  particular  chapter  dealing 
with  the  problem  of  civil  defense.  The  report  said  in  this  chapter 
that  as  a  result  of  its  findings,  civil  defense  was  not  being  very  effec- 
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tive  because  the  Federal  Government  was  not  a  full  partner.  It  was 
merely  an  advisory  partner;  and,  under  the  Public  Law  920  respon¬ 
sibilities  had  been  placed  upon  the  States  and  the  local  governments, 
and  the  report  said  that  this  was  not  working  very  well.  Largely  I 
believe  as  a  result  of  this  report,  a  new  law  was  passed  (I  think  it  is 
called  the  Durham  bill)  which  makes  the  Government  a  full  partner 
in  civil  defense.  As  a  result  the  whole  civil  defense  apparatus  of 
the  United  States  has  moved  forward  at  a  much  better  pace. 

Now  I  envision  that  this  Commission,  by  making  studies  and  having 
leaders  of  the  various  levels  of  government  talk  over  their  problems, 
will  come  out  with  definite  recommendations  which  will  be  practical 
and  which  will  find  their  way  into  legislation  or  will  be  carried  out 
by  voluntary  cooperation  between  the  cities  and  the  States  and  the 
Federal  Government.  I  think  this  will  be  a  very  practical  means  of 
solving  some  of  the  situations  that  now  confront  the  organized  mu¬ 
nicipal  bodies,  such  as  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors. 

So  I  see  some  very  practical  suggestions  coming  out.  The  same 
kind  of  a  practical  thing  was  developed  with  respect  to  housing  and 
urban  renewal. 

Representative  Dwyer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  would  like  to  ask  one  question  here  before  I  for¬ 
get  it :  Yesterday  Congressman  Fountain  touched  on  this  point,  that  in 
preparing  this  legislation  some  thought  had  been  given  to  asking  the 
State  and  local  governments  to  support  this  Commission  financially. 
The  bill  does  not  provide  that  for  practical  reasons  that  seem  to  be 
controlling,  but  what  would  be  your  reaction  to  that  suggestion? 

Mayor  Zeidler.  I  would  not  particularly  oppose  this  suggestion 
because  if  the  Commission  is  good  for  State  and  local  governments  I 
think  it  ought  to  make  some  kind  of  a  contribution  toward  it. 

However,  I  think  from  the  practical  attempt  of  getting  the  State 
legislatures  all  over  the  United  States,  the  50  of  them,  to  make  some 
kind  of  a  contribution,  it  would  be  a  very  difficult  process  and  would 
hinder  the  coming  into  existence  of  this  Commission  which  I  think 
ought  to  come  in  existence  immediately. 

While  I  am  talking  here,  I  am  thinking  of  another  very  great  prob¬ 
lem  which  affects  the  cities  and  the  States,  and  this  is  the  problem 
of  mass  transit.  Recently  seven  mayors  and  five  railroad  presidents 
formed  a  committee — I  am  one  of  them — to  discover  what  means  can 
be  obtained  to  solve  the  problem  of  the  failing  of  rapid  transit  lines, 
particularly  in  the  big  cities.  This  is  not  only  a  problem  between  rail¬ 
road  presidents  and  mayors:  This  is  also  largely  a  problem  that  is 
settled  by  the  policy  of  the  United  States  with  respect  to  the  entire 
transportation  system.  The  United  States  Government  and  the  State 
governments  are  very  heavily  subsidizing  the  highway  system  and  as 
a  result  there  is  failing  of  mass  transit  systems  everywhere. 

Now  this  sort  of  a  problem  which  is  being  attacked  voluntarily  by 
municipalities  in  conjunction  with  railroads,  because  both  of  them 
are  being  hurt,  is  another  type  of  a  problem  that  this  kind  of  an  Ad¬ 
visory  Commission  could  look  at  and  could  decide  in  whose  jurisdic¬ 
tion — Federal,  State  or  local — the  solution  really  lies. 

Senator  Mtjskie.  There  is  another  point. 

Yesterday  we  entered  into  some  discussion  with  respect  to  the  mem¬ 
bership  of  the  Commission  and  the  form  that  it  ought  to  take. 
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If  the  members  selected  measure  up  to  the  top  flight  people  in  these 
various  groups,  including  the  mayors’  groups,  would  it  be  your  judg¬ 
ment  that  they  would  be  able  to  devote  the  time  to  the  work  of  this 
Commission  that  would  result  in  something  constructive. 

Mayor  Zeidler.  I  believe  they  would  and  I  reflected  on  that  problem 
yesterday  as  I  reread  the  report  of  the  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  and  particularly  on  the  problems  that  dealt  with 
cities.  I  noted  that  many  of  the  people  who  signed  that  report  are  no 
longer  in  office.  The  election  mortality  of  city  officials,  of  course,  you 
realize  is  very  high.  But  the  report  they  gave  is  a  valid  one  today. 
1955  was  the  date  of  the  report.  1959  is  the  present  date  and  not  much 
of  the  report  is  out  of  date  now.  So  it  would  lead  me  to  believe  that 
even  though  a  man  were  in  municipal  office  or  in  other  office  for  only 
two  years,  he  has  enough  experience  in  that  period  of  time  to  be  able 
to  make  concrete  suggestions.  I  would  think  that  people  who  would 
thus  be  nominated  to  serve  on  the  Commission  could  attend  the  meet¬ 
ings  and  make  a  significant  contribution. 

Senator  Muskie.  If  you  were  a  member  of  this  Commission  how 
much  time  could  you  devote  out  of  your  responsibilities  as  mayor? 

Mayor  Zeidler.  I  sit  in  on  several  similar  meetings  a  year.  I  think, 
however,  there  are  many  more  talented  mayors  than  I  am  who  might 
be  closer  to  Washington  who  would  be  glad  to  serve  on  such  a  Com¬ 
mission  and  could  make  many  more  dates  than  I  could  make. 

Representative  Smith.  I  know  it  is  true  that  in  the  Midwest  the 
very  people  in  the  unrepresentative  State  governments  who  resist  local 
governments’  helping  themselves  also  resist  the  local  governments 
turning  to  Washington,  which  is  more  representative. 

Is  that  true  all  over  the  United  States  or  is  that  peculiarly  true  in 
the  Midwest  ? 

Mayor  Zeidler.  I  think  that  is  true  everywhere.  I  think  it  is  true 
everywhere,  that  the  State  governments  are  reluctant  to  raise  the  cost 
of  government,  that  they  are  reluctant  to  solve  urban  problems,  that 
they  are  reluctant  to  raise  the  cost  of  government  to  solve  their  own 
State  problems,  and  that  they  are  reluctant  that  any  of  their  creatures, 
the  municipalities,  go  to  the  Federal  Government.  I  think  this  is  a 
universal  phenomenon. 

Also,  however,  the  cities  themselves  have  a  lot  of  problems  and  they 
need  to  be  told  things,  too.  People  in  the  cities  want  a  very  high 
standard  of  living;  they  want  to  drive  automobiles,  they  want  fine 
houses,  they  have  many  children,  but  they  are  reluctant  to  pay  for  the 
costs  of  local  government  to  service  this  standard  of  living.  Per¬ 
haps  someone  from  the  Federal  and  State  government  must  say  to 
them  “Look,  if  you  want  these  things,  you  have  got  to  pay  for  them, 
too.” 

Representative  Smith.  Now  the  other  question  I  have :  I  am  on  the 
Dawson  subcommittee  that  is  considering  H.R.  7378  and  some  bills  for 
a  commission  to  study  metropolitan  problems  and  urban  development. 

Do  you  view  those  bills  or  the  establishment  of  that  kind  of  a  study 
commission  as  in  any  way  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  this  bill  ? 

Mayor  Zeidler.  No.  I  think  that  this  bill  should  be  a  prior  step, 
but  I  would  be  prepared  to  support  this  metropolitan  study  commis¬ 
sion  at  once. 
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Now  I  must  in  this  case  speak  as  an  individual  because  this  cannot 
be  the  position  of  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors.  The  Conference  of 
Mayors  represents  central  cities  and  suburbs.  Some  of  the  suburbs 
are  almost  as  big  as  central  cities,  now.  They  do  not  want  to  be  part 
of  any  metropolitan  study.  This  is  one  of  the  great  conflicts  that 
exists  in  America.  Each  suburb  says  “I  am  sovereign,”  even  though  it 
may  not  supply  water  to  itself,  nor  have  enough  money  to  pay  for  its 
school  costs. 

So  I  cannot  speak  for  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors. 

From  my  own  point  of  view  I  believe  that  the  Federal  Government 
has  a  very  vital  interest  in  studying  what  is  happening  in  the  metro¬ 
politan  areas,  even  though  the  States  are  studying  it,  too.  The  State 
of  New  York,  for  instance,  is  not  the  only  State  that  is  interested  in 
the  metropolitan  problem  of  New  York,  nor  is  the  State  of  Pennsyl- 
vania  the  only  State  that  is  interested  in  the  metropolitan  problem  in 
Philadelphia.  This  latter  problem  is  a  four-State  problem  as  far  as 
that  is  concerned. 

Since  the  defense  of  America  is  complicated  by  the  existence  of  these 
huge  urban  conflicts,  I  cannot  see  how  the  U.S.  Government  can  fail 
to  take  a  tremendous  interest  in  what  is  happening  in  the  piling  up  of 
populations  in  these  huge  urban  centers. 

Representative  Smith.  You  think  then  both  bills  would  be 
preferable? 

Mayor  Zeidler.  I  Avould  support  H.R.  7378. 

Representative  Smith.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mayor  Zeidler.  As  you  re¬ 
turn  to  Wisconsin,  I  hope  you  will  carry  with  you  my  greetings  to  the 
Muskies  of  Wisconsin. 

Mayor  Zeidler.  We  catch  them  up  there. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  have  escaped  capture  in  the  last  4  years. 

Mayor  Zeidler.  We  would  be  happy  to  catch  you.  You  would  make 
a  great  contribution  to  our  State  by  your  leadership.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Muskie.  Congressman  Michel,  I  do  not  want  to  hold  you 
here  too  long,  so  if  you  are  willing  to  submit  yourself  to  questions,  it 
would  be  appreciated. 

FURTHER  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ROBERT  H.  MICHEL,  A  REPRESENT¬ 
ATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

Senator  Muskie.  You  touched  in  your  testimony  upon  what  you 
considered  to  be  the  two  major  problems  of  the  area  of  intergovern¬ 
mental  relations.  First,  the  competition  for  revenues  and  secondly,  the 
explosive  population  growth  of  this  country. 

T  doubt  that  I  disagree  that  these  are  at  least  two  of  the  major 
problems.  As  I  said  to  Mayor  Zeidler,  these  hearings  are  intended 
primarily  to  pinpoint  the  possible  necessity  for  the  creation  of  this 
Commission  because  of  the  existence  of  problems  which  are  not  other- 
Avise  being  dealt  with. 

At  the.  same  time  I  think  it  is  useful  when  a  witness  volunteers 
as  you  did  to  express  vour  judgment  on  the  merits  of  a  particular 
allocation  of  responsibilities  as  between  levels  of  government.  It  is 
useful  to  this  committee  and  I  think  it  would  be  also  useful  to  the 
Commission  at  such  time  as  it  is  set  up. 
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So,  I  was  interested  in  your  discusison  of  the  point  of  competition 
for  revenues.  This  has  troubled  me  for  a  long  time  because  I  was 
associated  with  local  government  and  later  with  State  government  and 
now  I  am  beginning  an  association  with  Federal  Government. 

It  seems  to  me  that  one  of  the  overriding  influences  in  this  field  of 
revenues  is  the  equalization  principle  which  operates  to  make  it  possible 
for  all  areas  of  a  State  or  of  the  country  to  apply  an  equal  portion  or 
measure  of  resources  to  different  problems  in  order  to  establish  some 
kind  of  uniformity  of  standards. 

Since  you  touched  upon  the  education  problem,  we  all  know  that  it 
was  the  equalization  principle  that  led  to  the  creation  of  public  schools 
in  the  first  instance.  It  was  the  equalization  principle  which  took 
State  governments  into  the  field  of  education  in  the  second  instance, 
and  I  think  it  is  the  same  principle  which  is  part  of  the  pressure  be¬ 
hind  the  increasing  demand  for  Federal  aid  to  education,  and  grants 
on  State  and  local  levels — on  the  theory  that  all  States  do  not  have  a 
like  capacity  to  support  the  standards  of  education  which  many  of 
us  feel  are  necessary  if  we  are  to  meet  the  challenges  from  abroad. 

So,  I  wondered  if  you  would  be  interested  in  discussing  this  equaliza¬ 
tion  principle  in  terms  of  the  division  of  responsibility  as  between 
State  and  Federal  Government  in  the  field  of  education. 

Representative  Michel.  I  think,  from  the  beginning  of  time,  this 
has  always  been  one  of  the  problems  that  has  plagued  us  to  some 
extent. 

I  just  read  this  morning  where  my  own  State  of  Illinois  ranges 
third  in  the  Nation  in  the  amount  of  Federal  income  tax  which  we 
pay  into  the  Federal  till.  And  so,  naturally,  those  of  us  who  come 
from  the  richer  States  obviously  are  always  going  to  use  that  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  Federal  till  when  arguing  against  any  Federal  pro¬ 
gram  which  returns  to  us  less  than  what  our  contribution  is. 

In  some  areas — many  areas — we  have  acquiesced  and  said  “For  the 
good  of  the  country  we'll  go  along.”  We  are  probably  a  wealthy  State 
because  of  the  fact  that  we  are  a  geographic  commercial  center,  and 
that  a  good  measure  of  our  wealth  is  generated  indirectly  from  the  less 
populated  and  less  richly  endowed  areas. 

But,  it  seems  in  this  one  area,  of  education,  or  in  all  these  areas  in 
which  we  have  found  the  Federal  Government  intervening  only  to  the 
slightest  degree  when  it  comes  to  Federal  funds,  we  always  want  to 
have  a  little  bit  to  say,  if  not  a  lot  to  say  about  exactly  and  precisely 
how  those  funds  are  spent. 

On  this  matter  of  education,  personally,  I  say  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  absolutely  no  business  being  in  the  field  whatsoever  and  from 
the  very  beginning  education  has  been  a  matter  of  local  responsibility. 

In  our  voting  precinct  in  Peoria,  for  instance,  ours  was  1  of  oniy 
2  out  of  a  total  of  better  than  200  which,  in  the  first  two  referendums 
voted  for  a  tax  increase  because  my  wife  and  I  worked  so  strongly  for 
it,  while  all  the  forces  on  the  other  side,  including  the  largest,  labor 
union  local  in  Illinois,  were  touting  for  Federal  funds  to  build  schools. 

They  said,  “We  are  going  to  get  something  free.”  And  we  kept 
saying  no,  and  no,  and  finally,  on  the  third  referendum  the  entire  com¬ 
munity  realized  that  we  were  not  going  to  get  any  Federal  funds,  or 
what  Federal  funds  we  got  were  going  to  be  less  than  what  we  con¬ 
tributed  in  taxes  and  therefore,  we  might  just  as  well  face  up  to  the 
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fact  that,  if  we  want  some  schools,  we  had  better  build  them  ourselves 
and  be  sure  of  local  control  through  our  locally  elected  school  board. 

I  just  feel  so  strongly  about  it  on  that  score,  that  I  just  cannot 
give  in  to  a  suggestion  that  we  need  Federal  aid  to  education.  In 
addition,  most  of  the  bills  talked  about  here  are  not  predicated  upon 
need  which  certainly  must  be  the  basis  upon  which  to  justify  equaliza¬ 
tion. 

Now,  in  some  other  areas  I  will  acquiesce.  I  think  we  have  on  farm 
subsidies,  school  lunch,  et  cetera. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  do  not  want  to  stress  this  point  to  the  extent  we 
get  into  a  debate  on  Federal  aid,  but  I  would  like  to  make  one  factual 
statement  and  get  your  reaction  to  it : 

In  my  own  State,  for  example,  something  like  16  percent  of  the 
youngsters  of  college  age  get  to  college.  Now,  this  compares  with  a 
national  average  that  runs  well  over  30  percent. 

This  is  not  the  result  of  any  failure  on  the  part  of  Maine  people  to 
measure  up  to  their  own  responsibilities,  I  am  sure.  I  think  our 
Maine  Yankees  are  as  independent  and  as  desirous  of  remaining  in¬ 
dependent  of  the  Federal  Government  as  the  people  of  any  other 
State. 

It  is  significant,  I  think,  that  over  the  past  4  years,  for  example,  the 
State  contribution  to  public  schools  has  increased  almost  75  percent. 

So,  there  is  no  lack  of  effort  on  the  part  of  Maine,  but  the  simple 
fact  is  that  here  resources  do  not  compare  with  the  resources  of  States 
I  could  list  here  for  quite  a  while. 

It  is  in  the  national  interest  to  develop  all  the  young  talents  that 
we  have  in  this  country  in  order  to  make  up  for  all  the  shortages  of 
skills  we  face  all  across  the  board. 

What  is  the  answer  to  the  education  problem  of  States  like  Maine  ? 

Representative  Michel.  You  are  asking  for  an  answer  and  I  con¬ 
fess  that  I  don’t,  have  one  for  Maine  as  I’m  not  as  well  informed  on 
your  resources  or  sources  of  revenue  as  I  should  be  to  give  you  a 
sensible  answer,  but  I  suspect  this  would  certainly  be  an  area  around 
which  the  Commission  would  give  some  discussion  at  least. 

I  might  address  myself,  if  I  might,  to  another  point  that  I  heard 
raised  yesterday  as  to  whether  or  not  this  would  serve  only  as  an 
information  source,  or  whether  it  would  have  some  force  and  effect 
in  a  sense  of  being  advisory. 

And  I  would  say  that,  if  it  is  just  going  to  be  an  information 
source,  another  Library  of  Congress  or  another  liaison  office,  then  I 
think  we  have  missed  the  point. 

If  so,  then  we  ought  to  set  it  up  just  as  an  information  agency. 

I  think,  certainly,  that  the  President  and  the  Speaker  and  Vice 
President — those  making  the  appointments  and  selections  of  these 
individuals- — will  pick  people  who  certainly  are  dominant  in  their 
field  and  know  something  about  these  problems.  I  hope  we  would 
be  in  a  position  to  rely  somewhat  on  their  good  judgment  and  the 
recommendations  they  make. 

I  think  we  would  be  missing  a  point  if  they  did  not  make  some 
recommendations  to  us. 

That  is  part  of  the  justification  for  my  voting  for  the  legislation. 
And  that  is  why  I  put  such  a  special  emphasis  on  the  caliber  and  the 
type  of  individual  appointed  to  the  Commission.  His  or  her  thinking 
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and  background  will  certainly  have  a  bearing  on  the  type  of  recom¬ 
mendations  made. 

The  provision  for  only  2-year  terms  lends  itself  to  frequent  change 
of  the  Commission’s  complexion.  I  think,  in  looking  over  the  bill,  it 
tends  to  be  a  little  bit  weighted  in  favor  of  those  more  interested  in 
the  Federal  Government  rather  than  local  government. 

I  do  not  think  there  are  more  than  two  or  three,  maybe,  at  the  county 
level,  although  you  do  have  some  city  representation  by  mayors. 

Senator  Muskie.  Congressman  F ountain. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  have  no  questions  because  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  witnesses  I  see  sitting  here  waiting  to  testify.  But  I  do  think 
Mr.  Michel  has  raised  a  very  interesting  point  as  to  what  the  Com¬ 
mission  can  do  in  any  study  or  in  any  recommendations  concerning 
possible  relinquishment  of  revenue  sources  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  local  and  State  governments. 

The  Federal  Government  is  using  many  tax  sources  some  of  which, 
it  seems  may  well  be  released  to  the  States.  Offhand,  I  think  of  one 
as  an  example:  I  see  no  reason  why  the  Federal  Government  should 
be  levying  a  tax  on  billiard  tables.  There  are  other  sources  that  could 
mean  much  to  the  States  while  they  don’t  mean  too  much  to  the  Federal 
budget.  Certain  areas  are  peculiarly  suited  for  State  and  local  taxa¬ 
tion. 

Senator  Muskie.  Mrs.  Dwyer  ? 

Representative  Dwyer.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Representative  Smith.  You  said  something  about  the  number  of 
grants- in-aid.  What  is  the  figure  that  you  have  ? 

Representative  Michel.  Just  to  make  the  point  more  pronounced 
if  I  might,  Mr.  Smith,  at  this  time,  with  all  the  testimony  that  we 
have  taken,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  give  you  that  precise  figure  but  it  was 
up  between  40  and  50,  if  not  more.  Mrs.  Dwyer  is  probably  more  con¬ 
versant  with  the  precise  figure  than  I  am. 

Representative  Smith.  That  is  all. 

Representative  Michel.  If  I  might  make  one  point  before  I  leave, 
too,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  would  be — and  I  think  the  question  was 
raised  with  one  of  the  other  witnesses — relative  to  the  time  that 
these  individuals  might  be  able  to  contribute  to  serving  on  this  Com¬ 
mission. 

I  think  that  is  very  important.  Actually,  there  will  be  an  adminis¬ 
trative  staff  to  which  we  will  have  appropriated  funds.  But  that 
staff  ought  to  be  closely  supervised  by  the  Commission  members. 

If  they  are  left  with  so  much  time  to  themselves,  I  can  envision  their 
getting  pretty  far  afield  and  this  Commission,  if  it  only  meets  two 
times  a  year  or  so,  definitely  has  got  to  draw  some  guidelines  within 
which  to  operate  and  make  absolutely  certain  the  staff  sticks  within 
those  prescribed  guidelines  for  the  funneling  of  information  in  what¬ 
ever  field  the  Commission  might  want  to  make  recommendations  at 
their  next  meeting. 

Thank  you  for  hearing  my  views. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  would  like  next  to  present  Congressman  Loser, 
who  will  introduce  our  next  witness,  Judge  Beverly  Briley.  Judge 
Briley,  I  understand,  testified  before  the  Intergovernmental  Relations 
Subcommittee  on  a  previous  occasion,  and  we  are  delighted  to  have 
him  here  today. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  J.  CARLTON  LOSER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  TENNESSEE 

Representative  Loser.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  I  do  not  believe  there  is  any¬ 
one  in  my  district,  Nashville,  Tenn.,  who  is  more  familiar  with  the 
complexities  of  modern  life  and  the  need  for  the  fullest  cooperation 
and  coordination  of  activities  between  the  levels  of  government  than 
your  next  witness.  These  problems  have  received  the  attenton  of  this 
distinguished  young  man,  Judge  Beverly  Briley. 

He  has  served  as  the  county  judge  of  my  county  for  more  than  a 
decade,  and  he  has  served  in  that  capacity  with  distinction  and  honor. 
He  represents  here  this  morning  the  National  Association  of  County 
Officials.  I  do  not  believe  there  is  anyone  in  the  Nation  who  is  better 
qualified  to  speak  on  this  complex  problem  than  the  distinguished 
county  judge  of  Davidson  County,  Tenn.,  Judge  Beverly  Briley,  and 
I  am  very  happy  to  present  the  gentleman  to  this  great  committee. 

STATEMENT  OF  JUDGE  C.  BEVERLY  BRILEY,  DAVIDSON  COUNTY, 

TENN.,  REPRESENTING  THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  COUNTY 

OFFICIALS 

Judge  Briley.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  will 
testify  and  just  file  my  statement. 

Senator  Muskie.  Without  objection,  the  statement  will  be  included 
in  the  record. 

(The  statement  follows :) 

Statement  of  Judge  C.  Beverly  Briley,  Davidson  County,  Tenn.,  Representing 
the  National  Association  of  County  Officials 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committees  of  the  joint  hearing,  my  name 
is  Judge  C.  Beverly  Briley.  I  am  chairman  of  the  Davidson  County  Court. 
Tennessee,  and  president  of  the  Tennessee  County  Services  Association.  I  am 
a  member  of  the  National  Association  of  County  Officials  (NACO)  and  chair¬ 
man  of  the  NACO  Urban  Area  Committee.  Intergovernmental  relations  falls 
within  the  scope  of  function  of  the  Urban  Area  Committee.  I  deeply  appreciate 
having  been  afforded  this  opportunity  to  state  the  position  of  the  National 
Association  of  County  Officials  on  this  important  proposed  legislation.  My 
statement  will  be  on  behalf  of  the  nearly  6,000  elected  and  appointed  county 
officials  from  47  States  who  compose  the  membership  of  NACO. 

The  American  county  platform  is  the  official  policy  statement  of  the  National 
Association  of  County  Officials.  The  American  county  platform  takes  a  strong 
stand  in  support  of  the  recommendations  of  the  President’s  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations:  “The  National  Association  of  County  Officials 
reaffirms  its  enthusiastic  support  for  the  recommendations  of  the  President’s 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  and  commends  the  President,  the 
Congress,  and  members  of  the  Commission  for  this  outstanding  contribution  to 
the  understanding  of  American  representative  government.  We  particularly 
endorse  the  basic  government  philosophy  of  the  Commission  which  states : 

“Leave  to  private  initiative  all  the  functions  that  citizens  can  perform  pri¬ 
vately  ;  use  the  level  of  government  closest  to  the  community  for  all  public 
functions  it  can  handle ;  utilize  cooperative  intergovernmental  arrangements 
where  appropriate  to  attain  economical  performances  and  popular  approval ; 
reverse  national  action  for  residual  participation  where  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  are  not  fully  adequate,  and  for  the  continuing  responsibilities  that  only 
the  National  Government  can  undertake”  (sec.  1-6). 

We  believe  that  the  subject  legislation  is  essential,  laudatory,  and  in  direct 
furtherance  of  the  American  county  platform  policy  statement.  The  bills  under 
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consideration  today  recognize  that  local  governments  are  virile  and  extremely 
active  in  the  correction  of  their  problems.  Speaking  for  counties,  I  can  testify 
to  the  amazing  job  which  revitalized  county  government  is  doing  to  provide 
sound,  efficient  government  services  to  millions  upon  millions  of  our  people. 
The  proposed  legislation  would  not  replace  these  increasingly  efficient  close-to- 
the-people  local  governments ;  rather,  it  is  definitely  a  step  in  the  right  direction 
because  it  would  fill  the  serious  need  of  providing  permanent  leadership  in  the 
study  and  development  of  relations  between  local  governments,  the  States,  and 
the  Federal  Government.  The  creation  of  the  Advisory  Commission,  in  many 
ways,  is  an  outgrowth  of  the  comprehensive  investigations  by  Chairman  Foun¬ 
tain  and  the  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations. 

The  National  Association  of  County  Officials  heartily  urges  the  passage  of  this 
legislation,  with  one  important  revision  which  I  shall  respectfully  submit  later 
in  my  statement.  Let  me  proceed  quickly  through  this  legislation  (for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  commenting)  on  those  phases  which  are  particularly  meritorious  in  that 
they  fill  serious  gaps  in  our  intergovernmental  relations. 

The  intended  performance  of  the  Advisory  Commission  would  be  to : 

1.  Bring  Federal,  State,  and  local  representatives  together  on  common 
problems. 

2.  Provide  a  forum  for  discussion  of  Federal  grant  and  other  programs  requir¬ 
ing  intergovernmental  cooperation. 

3.  Give  critical  attention  to  conditions  and  controls  involved  in  Federal  grant 
programs. 

4.  Make  technical  assistance  available  to  the  Federal  Government  in  review 
of  proposed  legislation  to  determine  its  overall  effect  on  the  Federal  system. 

5.  Encourage  discussion  of  emerging  problems  requiring  intergovernmental 
cooperation. 

6.  Recommend  allocation  of  governmental  functions  and  responsibilities  among 
the  several  levels  of  government. 

The  congressional  intent  appears  well-calculated  to  assure  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  will  have  wide  enough  range  to  be  really  effective  in  promoting  better  in¬ 
tergovernmental  relations.  The  performance  area  of  the  Advisory  Commission 
is  broad  and  provides  freedom  of  movement  for  the  Commission  to  get  the  job 
done. 

The  Advisory  Commission  would  engage  in  such  activities  and  make  such 
studies  as  necessary  to  carry  out  its  job  within  the  intent  of  Congress.  The  Com¬ 
mission  would  have  the  authority  to  consider,  on  its  own  initiative,  ways  and 
means  of  fostering  better  relations  between  levels  of  government.  Here  again, 
the  grant  is  broad  enough  to  permit  the  Advisory  Commission  to  effectively  carry 
out  the  congressional  objectives. 

I  am  happy  to  note,  to,  that  this  legislation  would  give  the  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  “teeth”  in  carrying  out  its  duties  by  authorizing  it:  to  hold  hearings,  take 
testimony,  administer  oaths;  to  require  furnishing  of  necessary  information  by 
executive  branch  subdivisions ;  and  to  appoint,  affix  the  compensation  of,  and 
remove  staff  director. 

It  is  the  provision  for  membership  of  the  Advisory  Commission  which  deeply 
disturbs  conscientious  county  officials.  As  proposed,  the  Advisory  Commission 
would  be  composed  of  24  members,  including:  6  appointed  by  the  President  (3 
officers  of  the  executive  branch;  3  private  citizens)  ;  3  Senators,  appointed  by 
the  President  of  the  Senate ;  3  Representatives,  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House ;  4  governors,  appointed  by  the  President ;  3  legislators,  appointed  by  the 
President ;  4  mayors,  appointed  by  the  President,  and  1  county  official,  appointed 
by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at  least  two  county  officers  submitted  by  the 
National  Association  of  County  Officials. 

It  is  difficult  for  us  to  hide  our  disappointment  at  the  proposed  composition 
of  the  Commission.  We  respectfully  submit  that  our  disappointment  is  justified. 
In  an  otherwise  laudatory  and  immediately  desirable  piece  of  legislation,  this 
proposal  stands  as  a  grim  reminder  to  dedicated  county  officials  of  a  situation 
that  we  have  been  trying  to  overcome  for  years :  the  stepchild  treatment  of 
county  government.  Enlightened,  hard-working  county  people  are  hurt  at  this 
latest  failure  to  be  recognized  because  we  have  been  conducting  a  hard,  uphill 
fight  to  gain  for  county  government  recognition  as  a  government  form  equal  to 
and  on  a  par  with  the  Federal  Government,  State  governments,  city  govern¬ 
ments  and  other  local  governments. 
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In  the  name  of  fairness  and  in  terms  of  the  task  which  the  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  will  have  before  it,  I  raise  this  question:  Why  should  an  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  be  so  heavily  weighted  in  its  com¬ 
position  in  favor  of  the  Federal  Government  (12  members  including  the  3  private 
citizens  appointed  by  the  President),  State  governments,  (7  members),  and  city 
governments,  (4  members)  ? 

If  counties  are  to  make  a  really  helpful  contribution  to  the  work  of  the  Ad¬ 
visory  Commission,  we  must  be  allowed  sufficient  voice.  We  must  be  afforded 
representation  commensurate  with  the  increasingly  important  role  of  counties 
in  intergovernmental  relations.  As  constituted  in  the  present  proposals,  the 
makeup  of  the  Advisory  Commission  fails  to  afford  due  recognition  to  the  promi¬ 
nent  role  of  counties  in  expiditing  and  carrying  out  many  vast  Federal  pro¬ 
grams.  I  need  cite  only  the  immense  welfare  programs  which  are  administered 
through  county  officials  in  betterment  of  the  living  and  working  conditions  of 
millions  of  our  people. 

The  National  Association  of  County  Officials  respectfully  recommends,  then, 
that  a  minimum  of  four  county  officials  be  appointed  by  the  President  to  the 
Commission  from  a  panel  submitted  by  NACO. 

If  there  ever  was  a  time  when  county  government  and  its  officials  could  use 
a  morale  boost  of  this  nature  it  is  now.  We  struggle  with  seemingly  insurmount¬ 
able  problems  in  meeting  the  demands  and  needs  of  millions  of  new  citizens 
for  augmented  services  of  all  kinds.  Where  there  is  a  national  interest,  the 
Federal  Government  often  assists  in  meeting  these  burdens.  An  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  giving  appropriate  voice  to  each  level 
of  government,  could  work  a  tremendous  service  by  providing  the  Congress  and 
the  public  with  a  clear  and  accurate  picture  of  where  these  Federal  programs  are 
needed  and  where  they  could  be  perfected.  With  a  truly  representative  mem¬ 
bership  the  Advisory  Commission  would  give  local  officials  a  forum  to  make  their 
needs  known. 

The  proposed  legislation  is  also  sound  in  that  it  recognizes  that  while  there 
is  serious  need  for  coordination  between  the  Federal  Government  and  local 
government,  the  coordination  is  needed  among  the  governments  and  not  just 
among  the  Federal  agencies.  For  this,  and  other  basic  reasons  going  to  the 
very  foundation  of  the  American  system  of  government,  we  have  opposed 
the  creation  of  a  department  of  urban  affairs.  The  American  county  plat¬ 
form  is,  again,  unequivocal  in  its  stand  against  the  weakening  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  system  of  government  by  the  creation  of  any  Federal  department  of 
urban  affairs :  “We  oppose  the  establishment  of  a  Federal  Department  of 
Urban  Affairs  on  the  grounds  it  would  further  weaken  the  States  and  would 
tend  to  create  an  unwieldly  bureaucracy  of  the  type  found  in  many  foreign 
countries”  (section  1^4).  We  believe  that  the  immediate  and  compelling 
need  is  for  the  strengthening  of  local  governments,  with  a  strong  program  of 
coordination  and  that  this  can  most  effectively  be  accomplished  by  creation 
of  a  permanent  commission  on  intergovernmental  relations  such  as  was  orig¬ 
inally  recommended  by  the  President’s  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Re¬ 
lations  (Kestnbaum  Commission).  You  undoubtedly  recall  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  recommended  that :  “*  *  *  an  Advisory  Board  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  would  be  appointed  by  the  President  after  such  consultation  as  he  deemed 
appropriate  with  associations  that  represent  various  levels.” 

In  March  of  this  year,  here  in  Washington,  D.C.,  the  National  Association 
of  County  Officials  sponsored  the  first  national  urban  county  congress  ever  held 
in  the  United  States.  It  was  my  privilege  to  serve  as  general  conference 
chairman  of  this  historic  meeting  and  to  be  its  keynote  speaker.  To  my  mind, 
the  urban  county  congress  was,  and  stands  today  as,  the  most  convincing  proof 
that  county  government  is  alive  and  virile  and  anxious  to  take  whatever  steps 
are  necessary  to  meet  the  problems  of  the  present  and  the  future.  County 
officials  from  across  the  Nation,  meeting  on  a  note  of  urgency,  demonstrated 
what  county  government  is  capable  of  doing.  The  urban  county  congress  in 
a  dramatic  way  never  before  equaled  at  any  place  or  forum  in  America, 
brought  home  the  crying,  desperate  need  for  closer  working  relationships  and 
cooperation  between  the  various  governmental  forms  in  this  country.  The 
urban  county  congress  forcibly  brought  home  the  truth :  Federal,  State  and 
local  governments  must  cooperate — must  know  and  appreciate  each  other’s 
needs  and  problems  and  work  hand  in  hand  toward  their  solution — or  else 
a  mounting  tide  of  problems  will  force  them  into  decline. 
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I  think  that  Senator  John  F.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts  vividly  summed 
up  the  now-or-never  atmosphere  which  pervaded  the  urban  county  congress : 
“Let  me  conclude  by  emphasizing  one  point.  These  problems  of  streamlining 
our  Government,  making  the  most  of  our  potential  growth,  strengthening  the 
core  of  our  Nation  in  building  a  better,  wiser,  stronger  America — these  are 
not  really  questions  of  party  politics  or  even  governmental  philosophy.  Today 
they  affect  the  very  question  of  survival  itself.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  believe  that  a  truly  representative  permanent  Advisory 
Commisison  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  such  as  would  be  created  by  the 
subject  legislation,  would  help  immeasurably  toward  strengthening  the  core 
of  our  Nation  and  building  a  better  America.  Again,  I  say,  I  am  most  grate¬ 
ful  for  this  opportunity  to  come  before  you.  I  shall  endeavor  to  answer  to 
the  best  of  my  knowledge  and  ability  any  question  that  you  may  have. 

Judge  Briley,  I  do  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before 
you  in  the  capacity  of  a  county  official  who,  as  county  judge,  I  might 
explain,  is  the  fiscal  agent  of  the  county  and  presides  over  the  sessions 
of  the  quarterly  court,  being  the  legislative  body  of  the  county,  and 
also  as  a  member  of  the  board  of  the  National  Association  of  County 
Officials  and  chairman  of  the  Urban  Area  Committee. 

The  matter  of  intergovernmental  relations  is  a  part  of  the  subject 
matter  of  our  subcommittee.  We  have  been  deeply  interested  in  this 
particular  problem  for  a  long  time,  and  in  our  county  platform,  the 
American  County  Platform,  we  adopted  some  of  the  points  that  came 
out  of  the  President’s  Commission,  way  back  in  the  origin  of  it,  which, 
simplified,  stated  that  we  ought  to  see  that  each  government  at  the 
lowest  level  provides  the  service  necessary  at  that  level. 

Then,  of  course,  as  Mr.  Fountain  will  recall  I  think,  I  emphasized 
this  very  strongly  in  the  testimony  we  had  given  over  in  North  Caro¬ 
lina  some  time  back. 

We  heartly  endorse  the  idea  of  establishing  this  Commission.  We 
believe  that  it  gives  really  for  the  first  time  the  opportunity  where  peo¬ 
ple  from  the  various  levels  get  together  and  establish  a  forum  of  view¬ 
point  as  we  might  call  it,  from  eacb  particular  level. 

It  is  very  easy  for  us  in  the  press  of  the  affairs  of  our  own  particular 
agencies  of  government,  to  overlook  the  problems  that  are  in  the 
other  levels  of  government. 

I  think  a  good  many  of  the  problems  emerge  and  swamp  us  be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  that  it  is  rather  difficult  to  relate  to  someone  who  is 
not  doing  it  from  day  to  day,  what  the  total  problems  are. 

I  think  that  a  very  satisfactory  and  a  very  strong  relationship  in 
this  program  can  be  effected. 

We  know  there  are  some  agencies  of  the  government  where  local 
people  are  appointed  on  advisory  boards  and  commissions  but  it  deals 
ordinarily  with  one  function  and  it  is  not  a  matter  of  establishing  a 
forum  wherein  the  total  problem  can  be  looked  to. 

So  we  heartily  endorse  this  idea. 

There  is  another  thing  we  who  work  in  these  problems  know  that 
none  of  these  problems  are  not  static.  They  change  from  day  to  day 
in  intensity  and  they  change  in  scope  and  sometimes  we  almost  arise 
in  the  morning  to  find  a  new  problem  has  emerged  that  none  of  us  had 
really  given  adequate  attention  to  prior  to  that  time. 

We  believe  that  out  of  this  Commission  and  the  staff’s  work  and 
the  hearings  and  the  recommendations  can  come  a  better  allocation  of 
the  governmental  functions  and  responsibilities  among  the  several 
levels  of  government. 
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We  believe  that  the  congressional  intent  as  expressed  in  the  respec¬ 
tive  bills  to  create  the  Commission  amply  gives  us  the  opportunity  of 
doing  that. 

There  is  one  point  I  would  like  to  make  in  connection  with  the 
legislation,  however,  about  which  we  have  a  concern.  The  recom¬ 
mendation,  as  I  understand  it,  is  that  they  have  one  county  repre¬ 
sentative.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  urban  area  problem 
generally,  as  it  happens  in  America  today,  is  actually  taking  place 
in  the  county.  And  one  of  the  reasons  why  we  have  been  having 
the  fragmented  types  of  government  around  the  central  cities  so 
often  has  been  the  fact  that  the  county  was  the  traditional  local 
government,  in  the  origin  of  our  systems  of  government  in  this 
Nation  and  that  the  cities  grew  out  of  the  complexities  of  problems 
of  people  living  closer  together  and  that  through  many  years  annexa¬ 
tion  should  and  did  solve  a  good  many  of  those  problems. 

Until  the  last  two  or  three  decades  in  particular  that  is  true. 
There  have  been  failures  of  annexation  and  I  will  not  comment  on  the 
various  reasons — I  think  there  are  many  and  there  may  be  as  many 
as  there  are  localities,  but  the  fact  remains  that  that  did  happen,  and 
one  of  the  problems  had  been  that  traditionally  we  had  not  looked  to 
the  county  government  as  an  agency  that  had  a  chance  of  change. 
We  believe  that  in  the  last  decade,  that  has  been  taking  place,  and 
very  effectively  taking  place. 

The  county,  as  the  local  government  in  most  States  has  jurisdic¬ 
tion  over  the  total  community,  certainly  would  be  the  logical  agency, 
jurisdictionalwise  and  geographically  wise,  to  really  deal  with  the 
problems  in  greater  intensity.  And  we  believe  that  the  county  officials 
as  a  result  of  having  to  deal  with  each  fragmented  government  and 
the  total  people,  that  we  can  eliminate  some  of  the  discussions  that  we 
have  just  heard  here  as  to  the  metropolitan  community  and  the  rural 
community. 

I  might  illustrate  in  my  county  of  Davidson  which  is  somewhat 
typical  of  many  places — I  think  some  may  have  more  fragmented 
government — we  have  a  county  with  about  380,000  people. 

The  city  of  Nashville  has  about  176,000  to  180,000.  We  have  six 
small  incorporated  towns  and  all  of  this  has  been  going  on  in  the 
last  10  or  12  years.  The  county  actually  has  jurisdiction  on  certain 
subjects  of  the  entire  area,  and  we  have  attempted  there  to  work  out 
consolidations  and  cooperation  methods  of  performance. 

The  county  really  by  virtue  of  its  position  is  better  able  to  work  it 
out  because  there  is  a  sense  of  competition  sometimes,  as  between  the 
local  governments,  and  the  municipal  governments  that  we  have. 

We  believe  that  the  spirit  of  cooperation  can  be  achieved  by  the 
various  levels  of  government.  We  are  successful  in  doing  it  in  my 
county.  We  believe  that  it  can  be  done  with  the  State  government 
and  the  Federal  Government,  if  we  can  sit  in  in  this  common  forum 
and  discuss  these  problems  and  bring  them  into  proper  focus. 

Senator  Muskie.  May  I  say  here,  Judge  Briley,  that  it  comes  as 
something  of  a  surprise  to  one  from  New  England  to  learn  the  im¬ 
portance  of  county  government  in  other  sections  of  the  country.  In 
New  England  it  is  not  important  at  all.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
State  of  Connecticut  just  this  year  abolished  county  government.  I 
do  not  know  if  you  are  familiar  with  that  development. 
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Judge  Briley.  Yes,  I  am  familiar  with  that. 

Senator  Muskie.  In  Maine  while  we  have  county  government,  it 
is  constantly  shrinking  and  there  is  an  increasing  demand  for  its 

abolition  in  Maine.  .  , 

Judge  Briley.  I  think  the  reason  it  has  been  shrinking  is  the  tact 
that  the  States  have  not  generally  recognized  the  problems,  as  they 
have  been  emphasized  in  the  previous  testimony  I  have  heard  here 
today.  I  think  sometimes  the  county  leaders  in  the  years  gone  by 
were  not  aware  of  their  responsibility  in  these  additional  and  new 
problems.  But,  as  I  say,  I  think  in  the  last  20  to  30  years  that  has 
been  changing  and  it  has  been  changing  because  of  the  different  liv¬ 
ing  habits  and  the  governmental  jurisdictions  under  which  people 
will  live.  And  more  and  more,  attention  is  going  to  have  to  be 
focused  on  the  areawide  jurisdiction  and  I  think  one  of  the  weaknesses 
in  our  political  system  lias  been  our  failure  in  the  past  in  not  doing 
that. 

As  an  illustration  of  something  that  is  rather  acute  in  this  type  of 
a  problem,  the  county,  which  is  an  area  planning  commission  in  my 
State,  has  the  zoning  and  planning  subdivisions  of  the  entire  county, 
about  553  square  miles. 

As  each  little  incorporated  city  comes  into  existence,  they  estab¬ 
lished  their  own  planning  commission.  Sometimes  they  do  not  inter¬ 
relate  their  work  to  the  total  community’s  problems  at  all.  In  some 
of  the  highway,  the  major  highway,  some  of  the  Interstate  System 
plans,  we  are  having  a  great  deal  of  difficulty  in  rerouting  our  county 
system  of  roads  as  it  might  affect  those  little  communities.  Hereto¬ 
fore  the  counties  have  not  had  the  authority  of  jurisdiction  over  that 
type  of  a  problem.  We  are  seeking  it  and  little  by  little  we  are  getting 
that  authority  in  our  studies. 

They  are  the  things  that  I  think  the  areawide  jurisdiction  of  coun¬ 
ties  give  a  great  deal  of  importance  to. 

Senator  Muskie.  What  local  services  does  county  government 
provide  ? 

Judge  Briley.  In  my  State  we  operate  the  school  system,  we  op¬ 
erate  the  health  department,  we  operate  the  highway  system,  except¬ 
ing  the  incorporated  areas. 

We  have  the  planning  commission  which  does  a  much  more  cred¬ 
itable  job,  I  believe,  and  without  any  criticism  of  it — but  because  we 
are  doing  it  on  an  areawide  basis,  and  it  is  not  just  the  individual  in¬ 
terests  of  individual  neighborhoods  to  dominate  the  entire  thing. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  police  and  fire  functions  ? 

Judge  Briley.  We  do  not  operate  the  fire  functions;  we  are  or  have 
a  sheriff’s  patrol  that  operates  the  police  functions. 

We  are  now  for  the  first  time  by  act  of  the  last  legislature,  going 
into  certain  areas  and  by  revenue  and  by  some  general  obligation 
bonds  establishing  sewage  systems.  We  are  now  developing  our  first 
plant  of  that  type. 

Senator  Muskie.  What  are  your  county  taxes  ? 

Judge  Briley.  My  county  tax  rate  ? 

Senator  Muskie.  Does  it  consist  of  property  tax  ? 

Judge  Briley.  About  65  to  70  percent  of  our  taxes  each  year  come 
from  property  tax,  general  ad  valorem  taxes  levied  on  property.  The 
balance  of  the  revenue  is  a  share  in  the  State  sales  taxes  that  are 
marked  for  educational  purposes. 
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Senator  Muskie.  With  respect  to  your  property  taxes,  do  you  levy 
those  directly  ? 

Judge  Briley.  Yes,  the  legislative  body,  the  quarterly  county  court, 
54  members,  2  from  each  district  and  1  from  each  incorporated  city, 
except  that  Nashville  has  19  in  the  court. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  county  collects  directly  from  the  taxpayer? 

Judge  Briley.  That  is  right.  We  collect  for  the  whole  area. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  is  interesting  to  go  into  this  point  generally, 
I  think :  The  county  revenues  come  from  the  communities.  That  is 
the  community  levies  the  tax  and  collects  it  and  then  apportions  it 
to  the  county  government. 

Judge  Briley.  You  can  see  the  duplication,  the  overlapping.  If 
it  was  treated  on  an  areawide  basis,  how  much  simpler  those  things 
can  be  done. 

We  believe  that  this  awakening  that  was  very  obviously  needed  on 
the  part  of  counties,  is  putting  it  in  its  rightful  place.  Someone 
used  the  reference  of  political  scientists  referring  to  it  as  the  dark 
continent  of  American  politics. 

We  believe  certain  State  legislatures  were  not  aware  of  the  problem 
but  we  believe  the  pressing  of  the  problem  and  the  demand  has  intro¬ 
duced  a  reawakening  of  counties  where  we  have  had  to  get  into 
additional  various  fields  and  functions. 

Senator  Muskie.  In  how  much  of  the  country  would  you  say  county 
government  is  important  ? 

Judge  Briley.  I  would  say  pretty  much  outside  of  the  New  England 
area,  it  is  important.  There  have  been  some  editorials  written  lately 
commenting  on  the  fact  that  only  in  the  New  England  States  did  it 
have  that  weakness. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  hasten  to  say  at  this  point  that  in  New  England 
it  is  considered  a  strength  and  not  a  weakness. 

Judge  Briley.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  would  insist  upon  that.  We 
have  some  States — I  remember  South  Carolina — the  county  govern¬ 
ment  isn’t  as  strong  there  because  it  is  not  and  has  not  been  per¬ 
forming  the  full  functions  of  government. 

The  highway  system  is  about  the  total  performance  it  has  given 
and  the  tax  rate  is  established  by  the  State  legislature  and  has  been 
throughout  the  years,  so  how  could  the  county  government  ever  be 
strong,  where  the  State  legislture  dominated  even  its  ability  to  levy 
taxes  ? 

I  think  there  has  been  strength  given  to  supporting  these  various 
programs  and  one  of  the  weaknesses  has  been  there. 

My  Congressman  suggests  I  emphasize  the  thing  taking  place  pretty 
generally  in  America  and  it  certainly  has  come  about  in  our  area  and  we 
have  observed  it  in  the  others.  The  matter  of  the  people  leaving 
central  city  and  going  out  in  the  urban  areas. 

Of  course,  I  think  we  are  all  aware  of  that  as  an  increasing  problem. 

I  would  say  generally  when  we  talk  about  the  urban  area  problem 
that  people  in  the  past  have  thought  of  the  municipal  governments 
and  the  municipal  government  is  having  its  problems  but  the  problems 
of  the  people  that  have  had  in  this,  in  the  main,  are  county  problems. 
We  have  more  people  outside  the  city  of  Nashville  than  are  in  the  city 
of  Nashville,  today,  and  they  have  all  of  the  close,  confined  living 
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in  a  good  part  of  that  area,  so  we  have  had  to  urbanize  our  county  in 
a  sense. 

I  think  the  more  we  accomplish  it  the  more  areawide  thinking  we 
get  in  our  political  life,  which  I  think  is  good — it  does  not  let  that 
condition  exist  which  sometimes  gets  into  a  central  city  that  does  not 
expand  in  its  population  and  the  citizens  move  out  as  their  economic 
conditions  improve  as  we  have  observed. 

We  believe  that,  if  the  counties  were  paricipating  more  helpfully 
in  this  matter,  that  they  could  contribute  a  lot  to  this  matter  of 
cooperation  and  agreement. 

Representative  Fountain.  What  you  say  with  respect  to  your  State 
is  true  in  my  State.  I  suspect  we  have  one  of  the  strongest  county 
systems  in  America.  All  of  our  100  counties  are  very  active,  and  we  are 
fortunate  in  that  none  of  our  counties  which  are  also  metropolitan 
areas  has  too  many  local  units  of  government,  such  as  is  true  in  many 
of  the  metropolitan  areas  in  other  States. 

I  might  state  I  happen  to  have  been  born  in  a  rural  section  and  as 
we  began  discussing  the  composition  of  this  Commission,  I  am  frank 
to  say  I  may  have  been  influenced  by  that  fact  in  wanting  more  repre¬ 
sentatives  from  the  counties  to  serve  on  the  Commission. 

Yet  the  more  I  thought  about  it,  the  more  we  discussed  it  together — 
those  of  us  who  were  interested  in  the  bill — the  more  I  was  convinced 
that  we  did  have  a  problem. 

For  example,  in  setting  the  Commission  membership  at  the  man¬ 
ageable — I  hope — number  of  24,  it  was  our  intent  to  divide  this  number 
between  the  Federal  Government  with  12,  and  the  local  and  State 
governments  with  12.  In  fact,  the  three  private  citizens  should  more 
properly  be  regarded  as  local  representatives. 

While  it  is  true  that  county  government  is  very  important  in  some 
States,  as  you  have  pointed  out  and  as  is  true  in  my  State,  this  is  not 
universally  true  for  the  country  as  a  whole. 

In  some  States,  counties  serve  only  as  administrative  units  for  the 
State  government.  I  might  say  it  was  with  this  in  mind  that  we 
finally  concluded  counties  should  be  represented  in  the  Commission 
but  could  not  reasonably  be  given  the  same  numerical  representation 
as  the  other  levels. 

If  there  is  some  way  we  can  work  it  out  to  increase  county  repre¬ 
sentation,  while  keeping  the  Commission  manageable  and  keeping 
all  of  the  others  who  are  interested  in  this  matter  satisfied,  personally 
I  would  like  to  see  it  happen. 

Judge  Briley.  I  think  it  is  important.  Many  times  the  counties  and 
cities  can  be  in  complete  agreement  on  these  matters  but  there  are 
times  when  there  are  obviously  very  strong  conflicts.  In  the  areas 
where  county  governments  are  trying  to  do  a  job  for  an  areawide 
jurisdiction,  you  can  imagine  the  conflicts  that  get  involved  in  it. 

It  is  brought  about  to  some  extent,  through  what  I  would  call  se¬ 
lective  annexation  in  certain  areas.  I  think  if  annexation  had  been 
successful  as  it  was  originally  conceived,  we  would  not  be  having  some 
of  the  problems  we  are  having  now  but  the  fact  that  it  has  failed 
without  going  into  the  cause  of  it  has  thrown  this  burden  and  has 
made  counties  move  over  into  fields  that  they  were  not  originally  in¬ 
tended  for. 
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As  you  pointed  out,  I  think  originally  and  traditionally  counties 
were  the  local  branch  of  State  government  to  administer  the  State 
affairs  in  the  locality  but  that  no  longer  is  true  and  I  think  that 

counties  are  recognizing  it.  .  , 

If  von  will  notice  in  these  new  programs  of  trying  to  meet  the 
problems  which  have  gone  on  in  Los  Angeles  and  Dade  County  and 

many  other  places— we  have  attempted  in  my  county  and  I  do  not  think 
it  was  a  failure  yet— it  was  something  new  and  sometimes  we  have 
to  look  at  it  three  times  before  we  recognize  the  value  of  it. 

I  think  that  is  happening  and  we  think  of  that  in  terms  of  county¬ 
wide  jurisdiction  as  we  study  these  problems. 

I  think  for  that  reason  where  these  areas  of  conflict  come  about,  more 
county  people  could  be  more  expressive  of  the  county  viewpoint  and  I 
think  could  be  very  constructive  to  the  intended  program  of  the  Com¬ 
mission. 

Senator  Muskie.  Mrs.  Dwyer  ? 

Representative  Dwyer.  Judge  Briley,  can  you  provide  for  our 
record  a  statement  giving  facts  and  figures  concerning  relative  im¬ 
portance  of  county  units  in  providing  major  public  services  throughout 
the  country  as  compared  with  municipal  and  State  governments  ? 

Judge  Briley.  Yes,  I  think  we  can.  We  had  a  survey  on  that  then, 
sometime  back  that  may  need  modifying  or  be  brought  up  to  date  and 
we  would  like  to  have  the  record  held  open  for  us  to  file  some  additional 
material.  This  matter  is  getting  a  lot  of  attention  in  here  from  county 
people.  They  are  anxious  about  it. 

Our  association  has  some  6,000  appointed  and  elected  county  officials 
and  there  are  47  States  associations  affiliated  in  the  national  associa- 

tlCWith  the  awakening  that  has  been  taking  place  in  the  last  30  years 
or  last  decade  in  particular,  we  are  deeply  interested  in  this  and  we 
would  like  to  be  able  to  file  that  and  some  additional  statements. 

(The  information  is  as  follows :) 

v  July  7, 1059. 

Congresswoman  Florence  P.  Dwyer, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congresswoman  Dwyer:  At  the  recent  hearings  on  bills  to  establish 
a  permanent  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  you  re¬ 
quested  supplemental  documentation  and  information  in  support  of  NACO’s 
testimony  which  endorsed  the  legislation  and  which  urged  that  counties  be 
afforded  representation  commensurate  with  their  new  status  and  responsibili¬ 
ties.  The  attached  memorandum,  we  feel,  will  serve  to  highlight  some  of  the  de¬ 
velopments  that  point  to  the  rapid  emergence  of  counties  as  one  of  the  important 

local  governmental  units  in  this  country. 

It  is  our  privilege  to  develop  and  present  this  additional  commentary  and 
we  deeply  appreciate  your  interest  in  the  modern  role  of  county  government. 

Sincerely,  „  _. 

Bernard  F.  Hlllenbrand,  Executive  Director. 

Supplemental  Statement  in  Support  of  the  Testimony  of  the  National  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  County  Officials  Urging  the  Creation  of  Permanent  Advisory 

Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  Adequately  Representative 

of  County  Government 

Modern  America  is  witnessing  a  growing  network  of  intergovernmental  rela¬ 
tions.  The  year  1959  finds  this  country  depending  upon  an  increasingly  complex 
system  of  shared  responsibilities  by  units  of  Government  rather  than  upon  a 
Sharp  separation  of  functions  among  the  several  levels  of  Government.  “Co¬ 
operation”  has  provided  the  solution  to  many  vexatious  problems  and  all  units 
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of  Government  have  come  to  rely  upon  the  intergovernmental  approach  to  get 
the  job  done. 

One  of  the  significant  effects  of  this  evolution  of  intergovernmental  relations 
has  been  to  enhance  the  importance  of  the  county  in  our  whole  system  of 
Government.  The  emergence  of  county  government  is  aptly  described  in  the 
monumental  report  of  the  President’s  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations : 

“The  intermediate  position  of  the  county  between  the  State  and  municipal 
governments  in  some  areas,  and  its  position  as  the  primary  area  of  local  gov¬ 
ernment  or  administration  in  others,  have  steadily  enlarged  its  importance  in 
intergovernmental  relations.  It  continues  to  serve  in  its  traditional  role  as  an 
agent  of  the  State  for  law  enforcement,  judicial  administration,  the  conduct  of 
elections  and  other  important  functions.  At  the  same  time,  county  governments 
have  gradually  been  acquiring  functions  and  powers  of  a  municipal  character, 
some  of  them  transferred  from  municipalities  with  inadequate  area  and  resources. 
The  result  is  that  in  most  States  the  responsibilities  of  local  government  are 
increasingly  being  divided  between  municipalities  and  counties.”  (Italics 
added). 

Since  World  War  II  there  has  been  a  decided  change  in  attitudes  with  respect 
to  county  government  and  its  future.  As  county  functions  have  grown  in 
number,  importance,  and  magnitude,  the  public,  authorities  on  Government  and 
county  officials  themselves  have  reversed  or  modified  their  thinking  and  now 
look  at  counties  in  terms  of  their  real  potentialities  under  modern  conditions. 
No  longer  is  the  county  thought  of  as  being  a  mere  agent  of  the  State,  and  a 
sleepy,  antiquated  one  at  that. 

To  an  amazing  degree,  individual  functions  are  now  being  performed  on  an 
areawide  basis  through  the  revitalization  of  county  government.  We  have  ample 
documentation  of  counties  in  both  urban  and  semirural  areas  taking  over  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  areawide  traffic  and  parking,  zoning,  industrial  development, 
taxation  and  finance,  water  and  sewage  disposal,  hospital  construction,  com¬ 
munity  colleges,  outpatient  clinics,  planning  and  even  urban  renewal.  For 
example,  in  1850,  California  counties  performed  22  basic  functions.  By  1909, 
in  the  larger  counties,  this  number  had  increased  to  167.  During  the  next  24 
years,  1910  through  1933,  the  greatest  increase  in  county  basic  functions  oc¬ 
curred.  The  167  functions  existing  at  the  start  of  1910  increased  to  7S4  in  1933, 
for  an  average  increase  of  25  functions  each  year.  Today  it  is  estimated  that 
well  over  900  different  functions  are  performed  by  the  counties. 

The  sheer  mathematics  of  the  American  political  and  social  scene  also  has 
brought  the  public  to  an  abrupt  and  exciting  awareness  of  the  new  role  of 
counties.  The  man  in  the  street  now  realizes  that  6  out  of  10  Americans  live 
in  170  metropolitan  areas.  In  100  cases,  this  area  is  encompassed  by  a  single 
county.  Although  the  vast  majority  of  counties  (84  percent)  have  populations 
of  less  than  50,000,  it  is  significant  that  77  county  governments  in  26  States 
serve  populations  of  at  least  250,000.  These  77  account  for  over  one-third  of 
the  population  of  the  3,047  areas  with  county  government.  The  average  popu¬ 
lation  served  by  a  county  government  is  44,000.  This  ranges  from  Loving 
County,  Tex.,  with  227  inhabitants  to  Cook  County,  Ill.,  and  Los  Angeles  County. 
Calif.,  each  having  more  than  4  million.  In  fact,  the  population  of  Los  Angeles 
County  is  exceeded  only  by  the  total  population  of  seven  States — New  York, 
California,  Pennsylvania,  Illinois,  Texas,  Ohio,  and  Michigan.  The  public  is 
also  getting  acquainted  with  astounding  facts  such  as  the  revelation  that  county 
government  spends  $6  billion  a  year  and  employs  668,000  persons. 

Then  too,  the  county  government  movement  has  been  accelerated  in  recent 
years  by  the  fact  that  the  National  Government  has  found  the  county  more  con¬ 
venient  than  the  municipality  as  a  base  and  administrative  unit  for  a  growing 
number  of  grant-in-aid  programs.  The  President’s  Commission  on  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Relations  did  not  fail  to  note  this  trend  and  drew  these  conclusions : 

“The  county  seat  is  commonly  the  headquarters  for  officials  administering 
certain  Federal  programs,  and  the  county  government  is  often  the  only  available 
local  unit  with  which  the  National  Government  may  cooperate.  In  three  fields 
where  Federal  grants-in-aid  directly  affect  large  numbers  of  people— welfare, 
health  and  agriculture — the  county  is  involved  in  varying  degrees.  Welfare  is 
administered  at  the  county  level,  sometimes  by  the  State  and  sometimes  by  a 
county  welfare  board  that  is  a  substantially  independent  agency.  In  public 
health,  it  is  a  national  policy  to  encourage  local  administration  by  county  or 
intercounty  health  units.  The  national  agricultural  programs,  except  for  soil 
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conservation  technical  assistance,  are  based  on  the  county,  either  as  an  admin¬ 
istrative  area  or  as  a  unit  of  government,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact  about  80 
percent  of  the  soil  conservation  districts  are  coterminous  with  the  county. 
Counties,  of  course,  participate  in  the  highway  program  and  are  sometimes 
involved  in  other  national  programs.” 

The  President’s  Commission  saw  counties  playing  not  a  decreasing  but  an 
increasing  role  in  our  Federal  system  and  saw  this  as  a  reason  for  strengthen¬ 
ing  their  capacity  for  self-government.  In  furtherance  of  this  new  role,  the 
Commission  urged  that  States  give  counties  the  opportunity  to  obtain  modern 
charters,  to  use  modern  methods  of  administration,  and  to  exercise  more  home 
rule  powers. 

Last  November,  Minnesota,  Oregon  and  New  York  joined  California,  Mary¬ 
land,  Missouri,  Ohio,  Texas,  and  Washington  in  revising  their  constitutions  to 
authorize  the  voters  of  counties  to  adopt  their  own  county  charters. 

There  is,  then,  evidence  of  a  mounting  belief  and  faith  in  the  American  county 
and  a  growing  interest  in  preparing  county  governments  to  meet  greater  re¬ 
sponsibilities.  This  interest  is  manifested  in  the  expansion  and  development  of 
progressive  programs  by  the  43  NACO  affiliated  State  associations  of  county 
officials.  Within  the  last  18  months  five  State  associations  have  been  estab¬ 
lished  on  a  full  time  basis.  They  include  New  Jersey,  North  Carolina,  Wyom¬ 
ing,  Florida  and  Oregon.  In  addition,  at  least  four  other  States  are  presently 
considering  the  establishment  of  similar  offices. 

President  Eisenhower,  in  his  message  to  the  first  national  urban  county 
congress,  expressed  his  belief  in  county  government:  “As  the  elected  and  ap¬ 
pointed  representatives  of  the  300  urban  counties  in  which  more  than  6  out  of 
every  10  Americans  now  live,  you  are  faced  with  a  thousand  new  challenges. 
As  our  ancestors  met  the  challenge  of  their  times,  so  I  have  faith  that  you 
would  help  us  meet  this  generation’s.” 

Vice  President  Nixon,  in  his  address  to  the  urban  county  congress,  sensed 
the  task  of  county  government :  “The  course  of  progress  in  this  country  depends 
on  you.” 

The  Governor  of  California,  Edmund  G.  Brown,  has  urged  that  county  and 
city  officials  cooperate,  not  compete,  and  that  counties  move  to  strengthen  their 
home  rule  powers. 

From  all  areas,  and  from  all  quarters  of  responsible  authority  and  opinion, 
and  irresistible  tide  of  opinion  is  developing  and  the  conviction  is  clear :  The 
future  of  the  United  States  depends  upon  the  revitalized  institution  of  county 
government. 

Representative  Dwyer.  Have  the  county  governments  ever  sup¬ 
ported  or  opposed  various  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  affecting 
the  municipalities  within  the  county  unit  ? 

Judge  Briley.  I  do  not  recall  any  instance  of  that.  Let  me  say 
this:  I  think  most  of  the  Federal  aid  programs  in  the  main  have 
actually  been  dealing  with  the  county  government,  the  welfare,  the 
highways — of  course  the  States  are  involved  in  that  but  the  bulk  of 
the  highways  of  course  are  outside  of  the  incorporated  area — the 
Interstate  System  and  the  Federal  primary  system. 

Actually  in  the  matter  of  public  health  in  most  cases  they  have 
countywide  health  departments.  I  know  generally  in  our  area  they 
do.  And  the  welfare  program  is  administered  at  the  county  level, 
so  actually  in  the  programing  of  Federal  aid,  a  substantial  part  of  the 
relationship  has  been  misrepresentative  again,  back  to  the  fact  of  the 
importance  of  counties  as  the  area  of  jurisdiction. 

I  do  not  recall  any  instance  of  objection  to  the  requests  that  have 
been  made. 

Representative  Dwyer.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Representative  Smith.  Will  your  further  statements  reflect  the 
trend  of  zoning  on  a  countywide  basis  and  adopting  building  codes? 

Judge  Briley.  I  do  not  know  whether  our  survey  encompassed  that 
when  we  made  it  originally. 
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That  is  a  relatively  new  field.  Right  now  we  are  establishing  some 
codes  of  that  type.  We  have  had  electrical  codes  and  fire  codes  in 
my  county  for  instance  for  some  time.  We  are  adopting  presently  a 
new  building  code.  We  do  not  yet  have  a  housing  code.  We  are 
seeking  legislation  giving  us  authority  for  that. 

Representative  Smith.  It  is  new  but  it  is  the  very  root  of  many  of 
these  various  problems. 

Judge  Briley.  That  is  right. 

We  are  rather  new  in  that  field  and  it  is  taking  place.  I  can  get 
that  information  for  you. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much,  Judge  Briley.  It  has  been 
a  pleasure  to  have  you  and  we  welcome  your  comments. 

J udge  Briley.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Representative  Fountain.  One  further  observation,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Of  course,  Judge,  in  connection  with  welfare  and  things  of  that 
kind,  your  relations  are  directly  with  the  State,  are  they  not  ? 

Judge  Briley.  Yes;  believing  in  the  local  autonomy  which  I  think 
is  more  of  the  American  system,  as  contrarywise  to  the  Canadian  sys¬ 
tem,  I  think  we  prefer  that  a  good  deal  of  that  be  administered  in  that 
manner ;  yes,  sir. 

At  the  same  time  we  do  have  a  lot  of  communications  in  recom¬ 
mending  policy  changes  and  this,  that  and  the  other  thing  with  the 
department,  because  we  are  actually  doing  it  at  the  local  level  and 
can  bring  back  important  information  to  them  from  time  to  time  as  a 
result  of  that  local  administration. 

Representative  Fountain.  There  are  many  questions  we  would  all 
like  to  ask  you  but  in  the  interest  of  time,  with  the  permission  of 
others  on  the  committee,  we  will  suspend  our  questioning  so  that  all 
the  others  can  be  heard. 

Judge  Briley.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  next  witness  will  be  Congressman  Robert  A. 
Everett. 

STATEMENT  OP  HON.  ROBERT  A.  EVERETT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  PROM  THE  STATE  OP  TENNESSEE 

Senator  Muskie.  I  enjoyed  visiting  your  State  recently,  inciden¬ 
tally. 

Representative  Everett.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  I  have  to  say  is  that  I  wish  to  concur  in  what 
has  been  said  by  Judge  Briley. 

Judge  Briley  was  president  of  the  Tennessee  Comity  Services 
Association  which  is  an  organization  of  the  county  judges  and  county 
highway  officials  of  Tennessee  and  I  had  the  honor  and  privilege 
of  serving  as  executive  secretary  for  4  years,  immediately  before 
coming  to  the  Congress,  with  that  organization. 

I  worked  closely  with  Judge  Briley  and  we  worked  together.  We 
started  an  organization  without  a  single  county  and  before  I  left 
we  had  all  95  counties  in  that  organization.  He  is  thoroughly 
familiar  with  the  problems  of  the  large  county  and  the  small  county. 

Although  he  comes  from  a  county  of  320,000  population,  he  has 
at  all  times  kept  in  mind  the  associations  of  the  little  counties  and 
we  all  worked  as  a  team. 
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I  certainly  want  to  endorse  this  bill  that  has  been  introduced  to 
have  a  study  made  of  all  phases  of  county,  State,  and  local  govern¬ 
ments. 

In  that  I  might  say  that  I  have  had  the  privilege  of  serving  as 
a  member  of  the  county  court  of  Obion  County  which  is  the  local 
governing  body  of  that  county,  also  a  circuit  court  clerk,  adminis¬ 
trative  assistant  to  Senator  Steward  and  administrative  assistant  to 
Governor  Browning  and  of  course  with  the  county  judges  of  Ten¬ 
nessee,  and  also  being  in  the  Congress  now.  That  has  given  me  a 
real  opportunity  to  come  in  contact  with  these  problems. 

I  certainly  want  to  commend  this  committee  for  the  wonderful  job 
they  are  doing  in  holding  these  hearings  and  going  to  the  grassroots 
to  ascertain  the  needs  through  such  a  committee  as  this. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  very  much. 

We  appreciate  your  coming  over. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  is  a  privilege  to  introduce  the  next  witness, 
former  Congressman  Brooks  Hays  who  was  not  only  an  outstanding 
Member  of  Congress  for  8  terms  but  has  also  served  with  distinction 
as  a  member  of  the  Ivestnbaum  Commission.  In  addition,  he  was  a 
delegate  to  the  United  Nations  General  Assembly. 

In  view  of  his  background,  his  observations  are  especially  valuable 
to  this  committee. 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  have  Mr.  Hays  before  us. 

Mr.  Fountain.  Mr.  Hays  was  held  in  the  highest  esteem  by  every 
Member  of  Congress. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  BROOKS  HAYS,  A  FORMER  MEMBER  OF 

CONGRESS  AND  THE  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

RELATIONS 

Mr.  Hays.  I  appreciate  the  words  of  the  Senator  and  my  former 
colleague,  Mr.  Fountain. 

I  was  with  a  British  visitor  last  night  and  he  said  something  that 
sounded  a  good  deal  like  Gladstone. 

We  are  all  familiar  with  the  famous  accolade  of  Mr.  Gladstone  on  the 
American  Constitution  but  there  is  an  implication  in  his  statement  that 
experience  proves  is  not  secure. 

That  is  that  in  its  mystical  power  to  function  over  a  broad  area,  the 
mechanisms  of  government  that  were  created  by  it  are  rather  self 
operating. 

Of  course,  as  we  have  learned  through  the  necessity  for  amending  it, 
it  was  not  so  conceived :  I  think  we  could  put  a  little  postscript  to 
that — and  incidentally,  the  Britisher  was  saying  that  it  was  his  judg¬ 
ment,  as  a  student  of  government  around  the  world,  that  there  has 
never  been  a  demonstration  of  genius  in  political  enterprise  compar¬ 
able  to  the  work  of  the  Founding  Fathers. 

Now  the  postscript  of  what  Mr.  Gladstone  said  that  I  would  like  to 
add  is  what  Madison  said,  at  the  conclusion  of  their  labors,  which  is 
that  this  system  that  has  been  devised  will  work  if  there  is  reciprocal 
forbearance. 

I  have  enjoyed  quoting  him  because,  you  see,  we  have  not  only  the 
necessity  for  pursuing  the  ideal  of  good  craftsmanship  through  change 


ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS  69 

in  our  Federal  system,  but  also  operating  within  the  Federal  system 
without  change  through  wise  policy  decisions  that  make  for  the  good 
of  a  people  as  diverse  as  ours. 

In  pursuing  this  ideal  there  is  the  necessity  for  considering  those 
two  phases:  (1)  The  education  of  the  people,  the  participation  by  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  extragovernmental  operations  and  then  (2)  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  high  craftmanship,  of  skill  in  the  mechanisms  of  government. 

It  seems  to  me  that  in  this  legislation,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  have  some¬ 
thing  that  has  significance  in  both  fields;  you  would  not  only  set  up 
here  a  forum  that  may  or  may  not  lead  in  specific  situations  to  specific 
measures  or  decisions,  but  one  which  would  also  provide  an  outlet  to 
those  who  have  a  grievance  to  air,  an  aspiration  to  voice.  I  place  high 
value  upon  that. 

I  hesitate  to  say  anything,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  was  fine  of  you  to  ask 
me  to  come  and  I  presume  it  was  my  participation  on  the  Kestnbaum 
Commission  that  led  to  the  invitation.  But  fortunately  you  have  on 
your  staff  one  of  the  most  useful  men  that  we  had  on  our  staff,  Mr. 
Goldberg,  and  he  has  the  answers  to  many  of  these  questions. 

But,  if  I  might  pursue  this  just  for  a  moment,  I  was  invited  I  believe 
2  years  ago  by  Mr.  Fountain’s  subcommittee  to  make  a  statement  there 
and  I  regarded  this  committee,  its  consideration  of  my  views,  so  highly 
that  I  placed  my  testimony  in  a  chapter  of  my  book — This  World:  A 
Christian’s  Workshop. 

I  amTiot  promoting  sales,  though  I  do  need  the  royalties  now  that  I 
am  out  of  a  job. 

Senator  Mlskie.  Would  we  violate  a  copyright  if  we  included  that 
chapter  in  the  record  ? 

Mr.  Hays.  There  would  be  no  difficulty. 

One  of  my  friends  said  in  a  meeting  the  other  day  he  thought  it 
was  a  good  book,  he  wondered  who  wrote  it  for  me,  and  my  reply  was 
I  wondered  who  read  it  to  the  gentleman. 

Pardon  that  reference  but  my  statement  is  in  the  book  which  Broad- 
man  Press  issued  last  October,  just  as  I  gave  it  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  evident  from  the  testimony  I  heard  this  morn¬ 
ing  that  in  back  of  the  tensions  that  produced  the  necessity  for  this 
legislation  are  two  things:  (1)  The  mobility  of  people.  It  is  the 
underlying  fact,  it  seems  to  me,  of  the  midcentury’s  life  that  calls 
for  policy  by  the  Federal  Government  and  greater  knowledge  by  the 
people;  (2)  and  related  to  that  is  the  growth  of  rapid  communica¬ 
tion  so  that  the  scientific  change  that  produced  mobility  of  people 
leads  to  the  drawing  together  of  the  people  who  have  not  moved,  so 
that  we  live  in  a  small  neighborhood  and  a  mobile  neighborhood  in 
the  United  States,  and  underlying  it  comes  the  stern  necessity  of 
studying  this  great  Federal  system. 

The  Federal  system  is  a  hard  system.  It  is  the  most  difficult  system 
I  suppose  that  could  be  made  to  function.  The  unitary  system  does 
not  find  people  plagued  with  these  tensions. 

But  I  think  we  can  preserve  this  Federal  system  and  I  think  we  can 
make  it  work.  It  is  our  system  and  it  is,  we  believe,  the  best  way.  It 
was  devised  to  meet  our  special  needs. 

But  it  will  not  work  without  constant  study. 

If  I  came  out  of  the  Kestnbaum  Commission  with  one  clear  feeling 
and  conviction  it  is  that  this  must  be  a  continuing  study.  From  the 
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study  which  I  have  given  your  bill  I  would  like  to  say  that  the  Senate 
bill,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  bill  offered  in  the  House  by  my  friend, 
Mr.  Fountain,  these  bills  seem  to  me  to  fill  that  need  admirably. 

I  think,  as  I  did  not  think  on  first  blush,  that  the  very  composition 
of  the  personnel  is  ideal.  I  do  not  think  it  could  be  improved  upon. 

Now,  for  illustrative  purposes,  I  mention  the  race  question.  I 
would  like  to  be  identified  with  other  problems  than  the  race  problem. 
But  mobility  of  people  has  accented  the  race  problem  in  our  country. 

There  is  the  new  demand  for  changes  in  Federal  policy  that  grows 
out  of  the  fact  that  there  are  more  members  of  the  minority  race  in 
America,  more  Negroes,  living  in  Chicago  than  live  in  any  southern 
city,  I  believe. 

I  will  highlight  the  situation  with  this  fact:  They  write  home  and 
they  visit  home  and  they  even  return  home  to  live  again  in  an  area 
that  has  diffei'ent  customs  and  this  creates  tensions  and  it  has  po¬ 
litical  implications,  in  the  South  and  in  Chicago. 

And  sometimes  we  simply  hide  behind  our  political  protections  in 
our  own  political  house  which  we  construct  based  on  the  political  ex¬ 
pediencies  of  the  locale. 

This  is  not  worthy  of  us  and  it  is  not  the  ultimate  solution,  and 
there  is  a  growing  number  of  men  of  our  profession,  the  profession 
of  politics  in  the  South,  who  realize  that  we  must  emancipate  our¬ 
selves  to  the  extent  of  studying,  from  the  national  community  stand¬ 
point  and  the  good  of  the  national  community,  the  growing  tensions — 
I  hope  they  are  not  growing  any  longer.  I  should  say  the  existing 
tensions.  I  believe  they  are  actually  dwindling. 

But  this  Commission  could  do  a  great  deal  in  this  program  that 
is  related  to  the  problem  of  the  patterns  of  government  that  make  for 
the  good  of  the  society. 

Because,  while  we  all  believe  in  the  dynamic  society  that  gives 
free  play  to  the  aspirations  of  different  groups — racial,  industrial,  and 
sectional — we  nevertheless  realize  that  in  a  world  such  as  ours  there 
are  minimum  demands  of  national  unity  that  have  to  be  met.  And 
since  we  are  the  world’s  leader  and  are  the  chief  defender  of  freedom 
in  the  world,  you  see,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  inevitably  get  around  to 
international  problems  and  there  is  this  problem  of  international 
unity  which  has  to  be  served. 

Therefore,  I  regard  this  committee’s  work  as  being  extremely  impor¬ 
tant.  I  do  not  know  of  any  other  committee  right  now  that  is  consid¬ 
ering  a  problem  that  is  any  greater  than  this  and  that  has  the 
magnitude  that  should  demand  the  attention  that  this  committee  has. 

That  is  my  feeling  about  it. 

Senator  Muskie.  We  have  three  levels  of  government  but  one  system 
of  government. 

Mr.  Hays.  Exactly. 

Senator  Muskie.  And  we  must  also  make  it  flexible  enough  so  we 
can  apply  it  to  any  of  the  phases,  on  any  of  the  levels,  to  the  problems 
of  our  country. 

Mr.  Hays.  Exactly. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  know  you  by  reputation  to  be  not  only  a  politi¬ 
cal  philosopher  of  note  but  also  a  very  practical  political  craftsman. 

It  seems  to  me,  and  I  think  it  does  to  other  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  that  there  are  three  resistances  which  we  must  meet  before 
we  can  get  this  bill  enacted  into  law. 
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First,  is  that  almost  automatic  reaction,  “Well,  you  are  just  pro¬ 
posing  to  set  up  another  Commission.”  J  J  I 

«amIiecSef°nArS  that-’  wliat.we  are  doing  here  is  just  duplicating  the 
same  soit  of  discussion  and  study  that  has  been  done  over  and  over 
again. 

-thjrd  r®sistance,  I  think,  would  be  related  to  the  makeup  of  the 
ihat  Wha1t  ™  are  g°ing  to  have  here  is  a  heterogeneous 
QiLiPH'  e  spiead  all  over  the  country  who  have  heavy  respon¬ 

sibilities  and  who  cannot  work  effectively  as  a  group. 

.T01* touchecI  uponthat  last  point  somewhat.  I  wonder  if  you  would 

tMs  is  — 

tion  of  ag^cies.%^  &  gfe 

ing  commissions  and  agencies,  but  as  we  find  sSme  new  need 
^tabiish  a  commission,  we  also  find  the  atrophy  of  commissions  that 
were  born  out  of  another  necessity  that  can  be  abandoned. 

w.  U.SP  care  id  abandoning  commissions _ and  thprp  ic  « 

cP“n  I  thtiwT  WntCh  Ui,at  ?W "  -  traddfilonaiagem 

mul’tipiLation  C“  What  m8ht  be  a  ™lid  criticism  of 

this  whole  political  enterprise,  as  I  like  to  call  it.  People  in  America 

the  system’ what  «*stoiTa^ 

if  I  might  come  into  another  field  that  has  de 
manded  some  of  my  attention  m  recent  years,  as  the  chairman  knows 

tn  rLn  •  y  r?late  tliese  energies  to  this  problem  of  getting  people 
to  recognize  their  mutual  interests  and  to  be  less  rigid  in  them  loval- 

Ipvp/fl  °Ca  i  ®tate’.  an4  F ederal  Government  so  they  see  the  higher 
level  through  imaginative  eyes,  if  we  could  pour  some  of  their  rilht 
eousness  into  the  political  enterprise  as  distinguished  from  the  valid 

hcS“brCe’cand  “?  0n’  1  th“  ™  would  be  meeting 
and  ii^must  *  P°HtiCal  CTeatU‘? 

to  dramatize  the 

50t  kn0Wuf1le?®r  1  have  sP°ken  t0  yo«r  point  or  not,  but  I  cer- 

any  lore  emissions.'8  ^  *  y“lld  argUment  that  We  must  not 
We  have  to  have  them  in  a  dynamic  society. 

I  thank  yoSYt '  Y°U  haT<>  resPonded  particularly  well,  Mr.  Hays. 

Fo™tain-  The  Commission  on  which  Mr.  Hays 
served  filed  a  very  valuable  report.  ^ 
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As  I  said  earlier,  that  report  was  dropped  in  the  lap  of  our  sub¬ 
committee.  Now,  we  could  have  done,  as  is  so  frequently  done  with 
Commission  reports;  we  could  have  ignored  it  and  in  all  probability, 
as  far  as  the  Congress  is  concerned,  that  would  have  been  the  end 
of  it.  But,  in  good  conscience,  we  felt  the  necessity  for  a  careful 
study  of  the  report  and  the  supplementary  documents  which  were 
submitted.  We  felt  that  in  addition  to  the  study  which  had  been 
made  by  your  Commission  we  ought  to  get  the  viewpoint  and  think¬ 
ing  of  people  at  the  grassroots,  the  officials  of  local  and  State  govern¬ 
ments,  and  so  forth.  „  .  , 

After  having  taken  testimony  from  all  of  those  people,  and  many 
private  individuals  and  organizations,  we  realized  the  innumerable 
problems  confronting  them,  the  difficulty  involved  affecting  proper 
coordination  and  cooperation  between  the  various  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment,  We  then  concluded  that  if  we  stopped  merely  with  the  filing 
of  our  report  it  would  simply  be  just  another  report  which  might  have 
use  in  libraries  and  for  research  and  educational  purposes,  vve  felt 
that  it  definitely  needed  implementation.  We  then  hit  upon  this  idea  as 
a  means  of  giving  all  levels  of  government  an  opportunity  to  expiess 
themselves  and  to  engender  a  mutual  understanding  of  each  other  s 

problems.  . 

Do  you  agree  that  such  an  approach  is  proper  : 

Mr.  Hays.  Mr.  Fountain,  I  could  not  agree  more.  I  have  spoken 

in  warm  tribute  of  your  committee.  .  , 

I  said  at  the  time  the  Ivestnbaum  Commission  report  was  hied, 
while  it  was  an  expensive  study  and  cost  more  than  we  had  antici¬ 
pated,  it  was  worth  every  dollar  of  it.  .  . 

I  predicted  it  would  be  a  sourcebook  for  years  to  come,  containing 
ideas,  conclusions  and  studies  that  were  invaluable.  That  prophesy 
would  not  have  been  fulfilled  if  you  were  not  going  into  it  with  that, 
feeling,  that  here  was  an  expenditure  of  energy  and  money  that  ]ust 

should  not  be  lost.  . 

It  was  interesting  how  there  was  an  occasional  shift  of  opinion. 
Of  course,  men  do  not  seek  just  a  common  level,  a  diluting  of  con¬ 
victions  so  that  you  get  just  a  dead  level  of  inanimate  matter  m  this 
field.  But  it  was  interesting  to  me  to  see  how  the  Governors,  for 
example,  who  were  on  the  Ivestnbaum  Commission,  abandoned  their 
feeling  pretty  early  that  this  was  going  to  be  a  one-package  answer 
to  their  understandable  complaints  about  centralization. 

When  we  got  into  the  question  of  soil  conservation  and  agricultural 
policies,  one'of  the  most  dramatic  shifts  came  from  one  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernors  who  said : 

I  am  convinced,  after  these  months  of  study,  that  what  I  had  hoped  would 
be  a  decentralizing  process  in  soil  conservation  just  is  not  wise,  because  river 
valleys  crossing  State  lines  have  to  be  considered  as  units. 

These  things  that  are  inherent  to  our  system  are  breaking  some  of 
the  old  concepts  and  are  restoring  some  of  the  original  concepts  be¬ 
cause,  if  you  go  back  to  the  studies  of  the  Constitution  which  we 
were  forced  to  go  back  to,  you  will  find  that  the  Founding  Fathers 
never  at  any  time  intended  that  the  States  would  have,  unimpaiied, 
these  powers  that  had  grown  out  of  colonial  life,  that  they  thought 
at  the  end  of  the  colonial  period  they  would  have. 
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Ibis  is  not  in  disparagement  of  the  States  at  all  because  we  have 
seen  how  the  Federal  Government,  like  Topsy,  just  growed.  And 
the  grant-m-aid  programs  also  grew,  unplanned  and  unrelated  to 
the  development  of  greater  efficiency  in  the  States  and  the  awareness 
of  the  problems. they  dealt  with  on  the  part  of  the  States.  We  found 
that  the  grant-in-aid  programs  needed  constant  security,  for  fiscal 
reasons,  to  save  money.  It  could  be  done. 

We  found,  for  example,  little  grant-in-aid  programs.  This  is  all 
familiar  and  pardon  me  for  bringing  it  in,  but  some  of  the  States 
received  as  low  as  $20,000  in  some  of  these  grants-in-aid  which  would 
not  have  made  a  bit  of  difference  if  you  had  the  proper  coordination 
m  your  State  and  Federal  program. 

I  do  not  want  to  take  too  much  of  the  committee’s  time,  but  to 
supply  this  additional  point  and  it  is  not  an  apology  for  my  reference 
to  the  delicate  race  question.  But  as  my  son  stated  to  me,  “Well, 
dad,”  he  said,  “for  you  to  make  a  speech  without  referring  to  it  would 
be  like  Admiral  Byrd  speaking  without  referring  to  the  Antarctic,” 
so  I  guess  it  is  inevitable  and  you  will  pardon  me,  therefore,  for  doing 
it.  The  race  issue  proves,  in  the  recent  dramatic  developments  better 
than  anything  I  can  think  of,  the  need  for  accepting  these  interrela¬ 
tionships  and  accepting  the  responsibility  for  the  forbearance  re¬ 
ferred  to  by  Madison. 

A  State  will  refer  to  an  ill-timed  invasion  of  States  rights  in  the 
field  of  education  and  will  at  the  same  time  deny  a  locality  that  flexi¬ 
bility  or  that  freedom  of  discretion  which  it  needs  in  dealing  with 
its  problems,  and  that  has  happened  in  many  States. 

I  think  that  underlying  our  problem  in  Little  Rock,  if  I  were  asked 
to  give  one  single  explanation  of  the  underlying  difficulty,  I  would 
say  it  has  been  an  inability  to  evaluate  that  basic  lack  of  resiliency, 
and  the  need  for  flexibility  that  would  give  to  the  city  of  Little  Rock 
that  degree  of  discretion  that  it  needs  in  dealing  with  its  problem, 
and  our  inability  to  race  with  time  effectively  enough  to  get  the  rural 
legislature  aware  of  the  necessity  for  recognizing  these  urban 
problems. 

The  urban  phase  of  it  is  only  one  phase.  You  come  back  to  the 
question  of  Jeffersonianism,  which  was  not  an  exaltation  of  the  State 
alone,  but  exaltation  of  local  control  within  the  proper  limits  of  local 
sovereignty. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Hays. 

Mrs.  Dwyer. 

Representative  Dwyer.  No  questions. 

Representative  Smith.  No  questions. 

Senator  Muskie.  May  I  say  again  how  much  I  appreciate  your 
coming  here  and  how  much  I  have  enjoyed  this  opportunity  to  renew 
my  own  personal  association  with  you. 

Mr.  Hays.  Your  kind  remarks  and  graciousness  are  very  much 
appreciated,  and  it  has  been  a  pleasure  to  be  here  with  you. 

Senator  Muskie.  Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Jennings,  representing 
Mayor  Ben  West  of  Nashville,  Tenn. — City  Attorney  Jennings. 
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STATEMENT  OE  ROBERT  H.  JENNINGS,  CITY  ATTORNEY,  NASH¬ 
VILLE,  TENN.,  REPRESENTING  MAYOR  BEN  WEST 

Mr.  Jennings.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Robert  Jennings  and  I 
am  city  attorney  of  Nashville.  I  am  here  at  Mayor  West’s  instructions 
because  of  his  great  interest  in  the  establishment  of  this  Commission. 

First,  I  would  like  to  say  that  I  have  a  statement  which  the  mayor 
has  prepared  and  I  would  like  to  file  it  and  if  I  may,  I  would  like  to 
make  a  few  remarks. 

(The  statement  referred  to  follows :) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Ben  West,  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Nashville,  Tenn.,  on 
Behalf  of  the  American  Municipal  Association 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  Robert  Jennings.  I  am 
the  city  attorney  of  Nashville,  Tenn.  I  appear  before  you  today  as  a  representa¬ 
tive  of  Mayor  Ben  West  of  Nashville,  former  president  of  the  American  Munici¬ 
pal  Association,  and  with  your  permission  I  would  like  to  read  into  the  record 
Mayor  West’s  statement : 

My  name  is  Ben  West.  I  am  the  mayor  of  Nashville,  Tenn. 

I  am  testifying  before  you  today  in  my  capacity  as  mayor  and  also  to  lend 
support  to  the  views  expressed  by  Mayor  Celebrezze  of  Cleveland,  Ohio,  who 
testified  before  you  earlier  this  morning  on  behalf  of  the  American  Municipal 
Association. 

As  you  know  from  Mayor  Celebrezze’s  testimony,  the  American  Municipal 
Association  is  firmly  on  record  in  favor  of  the  establishment  of  a  permanent 
commission  on  intergovernmental  relations.  I  should  like  to  have  you  know  that 
I  am  fully  in  accord  with  the  position  of  the  AMA  as  expressed  by  Mayor  Cele- 
brezze 

The  last  time  I  appeared  before  the  House  Subcommittee  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  was  in  Chicago  in  October  of  1957.  The  subject  of  the  hearings 
was  Federal-State-local  relations.  I  recall  that  I  specifically  recommended  to 
the  subcommittee  at  that  time  that  a  permanent  advisory  commission  on  inter¬ 
governmental  relations  be  created  to  make  the  establishment  of  better  intergov¬ 
ernmental  relations  its  exclusive  concern  and  goal.  I  would  like  to  have  the  com¬ 
mittee  know  that  I  haven’t  changed  my  mind  since  then,  and  I  am  very  pleased 
to  see  this  legislation  being  proposed.  I  was  also  impressed  by  the  fact  that  the 
recommendation  to  create  such  a  commission  was  unanimously  approved  by  the 
full  membership  of  the  House  Committee  on  Government  Operations. 

At  the  time  of  the  Chicago  hearings  I  believe  I  expressed  my  views  in  some 
detail  as  to  why  I  thought  the  establishment  of  a  permanent  commission  on  inter¬ 
governmental  relations  was  both  advisable  and  necessary.  After  having  reread 
my  statement,  I  find  that  my  views  have  not  changed  appreciably  and,  in  fact, 
I  do  not  believe  that  were  I  to  testify  again  today  on  the  same  subject  that  I 
would  change  a  word. 

However,  since  my  appearance  before  the  House  subcommittee  in  Chicago,  I 
have  accumulated  some  additional  and  valuable  experience  in  working  to  im¬ 
prove  relationships  between  levels  of  government. 

In  1956  the  American  Municipal  Association  and  the  American  Association  of 
State  Highway  Officials  with  the  cooperation  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and 
the  assistance  of  the  Automotive  Safety  Foundation  established  a  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Highways.  I  have  had  the  honor  of  serving  as  the  cochairman  of 
the  committee  since  its  inception.  Working  with  this  committee  has  been  for 
me  a  real  practical  exercise  as  to  how  to  go  about  achieving  improvement  of 
relationships  between  the  local,  State,  and  Federal  levels  of  government. 

To  be  sure  even  after  some  3  years  of  reasonably  constant  and  dedicated  effort, 
we  still  differ  with  our  friends  at  the  State  and  Federal  levels  about  certain 
aspects  of  the  highway  program  but  we  have  made  considerable  progress,  and  we 
hope  to  make  more  in  developing  a  more  effective  and  efficient  National  Highway 
System. 

As  one  example  of  the  kind  of  success  we  have  had,  I  would  like  to  call  to  your 
attention  the  fact  that  we  have  just  recently  published  some  fairly  definitive 
guidelines  on  the  highway  program  to  help  both  local  and  State  officials  develop 
balanced  highway  systems  with  due  recognition  for  the  unique  transportation 
problems  posed  by  cities  and  by  increasing  urbanization.  The  development  of 
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these  guidelines  was  the  result  of  3  years’  hard  labor  brought  to  fruition  just 
this  last  year  at  a  conference  held  in  Sagamore,  N.Y.  The  summary  of  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  this  conference  constitute  the  guidelines  I  referred  to  and  is  being 
widely  utilized  by  local  and  State  officials  alike.  It  has  been  officially  recom¬ 
mended  and  endorsed  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  I  have  arranged  to  have 
each  of  you  presented  with  a  copy  of  the  Sagamore  conference  proceedings,  and 
I  am  sure  you  will  find  it  a  very  fine  example  of  how  improved  intergovern¬ 
mental  relations  can  really  pay  off. 

The  successes  of  our  joint  committee  and  the  fine  cooperation  we  get  from  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  other  interested  groups,  however,  does  not  in  any 
sense  mean  that  this  kind  of  activity  can  substitute  for  the  work  we  would 
expect  to  be  accomplished  by  the  permanent  advisory  commission  we  are  discuss¬ 
ing  here  today.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  believe  frpm  my  own  experience  it  does 
just  the  opposite. 

We  have  had  a  small  taste  of  success  and  we  are  anxious  for  more.  Also, 
despite  all  we  have  accomplished  we  are  far  from  being  satisfied  that  even  in 
the  matter  of  highways  that  we  have  achieved  the  level  and  kind  of  mutual 
understanding  we  need  to  eventually  obtain. 

We  definitely  do  need  an  interested  forum  to  observe  what  we  have  done 
and  to  give  currency  to  our  achievements  and  to  promote  similar  activity  in 
other  areas.  We  are  convinced  from  our  own  experience  that  good  relationships 
between  levels  of  Government  can  be  established  and  can  be  maintained.  We 
are  convinced  that  the  existence  of  such  good  relationships  can  add  immeas¬ 
urably  to  the  efficiency  and  success  of  any  program  whose  operation  involves 
more  than  one  level  of  Government.  In  short,  we  are  convinced  that  this  sort 
of  accomplishment  means  better  programs  and  better  Government. 

We  think  the  creation  of  a  permanent  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  will  prove  helpful  and  effective  in  strengthening  the  ties  between  the  three 
levels  of  Government  and  in  the  development  of  better  and  more  effective 
methods  of  solving  the  broad  problems  that  continued  urban  growth  pose  for 
municipalities,  the  States  and  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Jennings.  The  things  I  am  going  to  say,  I  do  not  want  to  be 
interpreted  as  against  the  things  that  Judge  Briley  said  in  wanting 
more  representation  on  this  Commission,  but  I  think  it  would  be  well 
that  I  point  out  some  of  the  controversies  that  exist  between  the  city 
of  Nashville  and  Davidson  County  which  this  committee  might  be 
interested  in  later  on  in  getting  the  legislation  passed. 

For  example,  in  the  city  of  Nashville  we  have  a  separate  school 
system.  The  school  system  is  supported  by  city  taxation,  as  dis¬ 
tinct  from  county  taxation,  along  with  the  help  that  it  receives  from 
the  State. 

We  support  entirely  the  airport,  the  auditorium,  we  support  the 
sewer  system  with  all  the  sewage  disposal  units  that  we  have  there. 

The  county  has  about  three  water  districts.  We  have  the  biggest 
part  of  the  supply  of  water  for  the  community.  All  parks  and  recre¬ 
ations  are  supported  entirely  by  city  taxation. 

As  for  fire,  the  county  has  no  fire  protection  except  for  some  inde¬ 
pendently  owned  fire  company  that  would  provide  it  by  these  small 
tank  trucks. 

The  county  of  Davidson  is  divided  into  16  civil  districts  of  which 
Nashville  constitutes  the  first  civil  district  and  when  the  county  levies 
a  tax,  it  levies  it  upon  all  districts  alike. 

The  first  civil  district,  the  city  of  Nashville  for  example,  pays  over 
half  of  this  entire  county  tax.  They  levy  a  roads  tax  which  the  city 
of  Nashville  pays. 

_  Yet.  when  the  money  is  spent  on  roads  none  of  it  is  spent  in  the  first 
civil  district  which  is  paying  over  half  the  tax.  It  is  all  spent  in  the 
outlying  areas. 

All  the  homes  for  the  aged  that  the  county  has  are  supported  by  city 
revenues. 

4.qoia — 59- 
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All  the  homes  for  the  juveniles  are  supported  by  city  revenue. 

I  am  calling  this  to  your  attention  to  show  you  that  at  the  level  of 
government  between  Davidson  County  and  Nashville,  Tenn.,  we  do 
have  an  overlapping  of  services  which  we  tried  to  settle  2  years  ago  by 
voting  a  metropolitan  government  which  failed;  it  failed  because  of 
the  county  vote,  the  incorporated  areas  voting  for  such  a  type  of  gov¬ 
ernment  but  the  county  voting  against  such  a  government. 

If  we  had  a  commission  or  a  commission  could  be  created  such  as 
this  committee  is  holding  hearings  on  in  order  to  have  legislation, 
many,  many  problems  where  we  are  fussing,  so  to  speak,  at  the 
local  level,  could  be  ironed  out. 

Another  thing  that  comes  to  my  mind  as  city  attorney  in  this  great 
Federal  highway  program  we  have  going,  our  department  has  to  take 
all  the  condemnation  of  this  property. 

We  have  an  office  set-up  where  Mr.  Citizen  comes  and  he  wants  to 
know  for  example,  where  this  road  is  going,  will  it  take  half  my  prop¬ 
erty,  will  it  take  all  my  property  ? 

Today  we  might  be  able  to  tell  him  but  policy  might  change  and  Mr. 
Citizen  is  back  a  few  months  later  wanting  to  know  “Say,  you  told 
me  it  was  going  to  do  this  and  that.” 

Whereas,  if  we  could  have  some  advisory  group  all  the  way  down 
the  level  we  could  get  it  to  Mr.  Citizen. 

As  I  said,  I  did  not  have  a  prepared  statement  for  myself,  but  when 
Judge  Briley  olfered  these  remarks  I  thought  that  I  should  point 
these  things  out  from  the  standpoint  of  the  city,  and  I  would  be  happy 
to  try  to  answer  any  questions  that  the  members  of  the  committee 
might  have. 

Senator  Muskie.  By  your  comments  on  Judge  Briley’s  statement, 
I  take  it  that  you  would  support  the  work  of  such  a  Commission. 

Mr.  Jennings.  I  certainly  would.  I  think  it  is  the  finest  thing 
that  could  happen. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mrs.  Dwyer? 

Representative  Dwyer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  wonder  if  you  would  be  in  a  position  to  answer  a  question  about 
the  Advisory  Commission  getting  information  down  to  the  citizens. 

How  would  you  envisage  this  could  be  done  ? 

Mr.  Jennings.  Well,  for  example,  on  the  highways,  that  situation 
comes  to  my  mind.  Certainly  the  members  of  this  committee,  or  the 
Commission  could  have  information  from  other  cities  and  pass  it 
along  down  the  line. 

By  that  I  mean  down  to  the  State  level  and  down  to  the  city  and 
county.  Experiences  from  other  places  is  what  I  am  saying. 

Representative  Dwyer.  Do  you  believe  there  has  been  a  lack  of 
information  as  far  as  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  are  concerned 
coming  down  to  the  local  level  and  to  John  Q.  Public? 

Mr.  Jennings.  I  certainly  do  and  I  think  this  Commission  could 
certainly  be  one  of  the  things  that  could  furnish  that. 

Representative  Langen.  I  am  sorry  to  have  come  in  late,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  but  another  committee  meeting  kept,  me  from  being  here  this 
morning. 

I  am  curious  about  how  such  a  Commission  might  be  able  to  handle 
the  great  volume  of  requests  in  the  field  such  as  you  spoke  of.  For 
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instance,  whether  a  highway  is  going  through  a  town  and  how  wide 
it  is  going' to  be  and  so  on,  I  can  envisage  such  a  volume  of  requests 
in  that  field  that  it  puzzles  me  as  to  how  they  might  be  able  to  serve 
it  adequately. 

It  would  seem  that  the  department  dealing  with  that  would  be  in 
a  more  immediate  position  to  serve  that  purpose  than  adding  one  fur¬ 
ther  step  for  that  information  to  go  through  before  it  gets  back  to 
John  Q.  Citizen. 

I  am  not  saying  that  as  a  criticism  at  all  because  I  can  at  the  same 
time  see  the  potential,  but  I  am  wondering  whether  one  of  the  assign¬ 
ments  of  this  Commission  is  going  to  get  to  the  point  where  it  is 
dealing  with  matters  that  are  as  common  as  that,  with  so  many  com¬ 
munities  throughout  the  Nation.  The  volume  seems  to  be  way  out  of 
reach. 

Mr.  Jennings.  I  did  not  mean  to  suggest  they  would  get  into  how 
wide  a  highway  might  be,  or  where  it  might  even  be  going. 

My  thought  in  that  regard  would  be  this  much.  As  to  the  particular 
funds  that  might  be  available,  if  that  information  could  be  passed 
along  and  Mr.  Citizen  could  know  that  the  highway  was  going  to  be 
coming  because  he  was  first,  second  priority  and  so  forth,  the  funds 
being  the  main  angle  about  it,  then  he  would  have  some  explanation 
as  to  why  it  had  stopped  at  a  certain  place,  if  there  were  no  funds 
available.  That  was  my  thinking  about  it. 

Representative  Dwyer.  Possibly  I  misunderstood  you.  I  am  sorry. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Mttskie.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Jennings.  We  appre¬ 
ciate  your  taking  the  time  to  come  and  we  thank  Mayor  West  for 
submitting  his  statement. 

Mr.  Jennings.  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  of  being  here,  myself, 
and  I  would  like  to  ask  that  the  record  be  kept  open  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  mayor  might  like  to  submit  something  else,  if  that  is 
possible. 

Senator  Musk  if..  We  will  be  happy  to  receive  anything. 

I  think  I  should  announce  at  this  time  that  Mayor  Celebrezze,  of 
Cleveland,  has  been  unable  to  appear  here  this  morning  but  his  state¬ 
ment  will  be  put  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  statement  referred  to  follows :) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Anthony  J.  Celebrezze,  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Cleveland, 
Ohio,  and  President,  American  Municipal  Association 

My  name  is  Anythony  J.  Celebrezze.  I  am  the  mayor  of  the  city  of  Cleveland, 
Ohio,  and  president  of  the  American  Municipal  Association. 

I  am  appearing  before  you  today  both  as  mayor  of  Cleveland,  and  as  the 
imesident  of  the  American  Municipal  Association. 

The  American  Municipal  Association  is,  as  you  know,  the  national  repre¬ 
sentative  of  approximately  13,000  municipal  governments  throughout  the  United 
States  and  Puerto  Rico.  It  is  organized  on  the  basis  of  affiliation  with  State 
leagues  of  municipalities  in  47  States,  plus  225  direct  member  cities.  Cities 
eligible  for  direct  membership  must  have  a  population  of  50,000  or  more,  be 
a  State  capital,  or  one  of  the  State’s  10  largest  cities. 

The  association’s  position  on  any  subject  of  interest  to  its  membership  is 
included  in  what  is  known  as  its  national  municipal  policy,  the  formulation 
and  execution  of  which  is  a  democratic  process.  Each  year,  the  membership 
of  the  association  is  polled  for  policy  suggestions.  New  and  previously  approved 
statements  are  then  carefully  reviewed  by  officials,  member  cities,  and  47  State 
leagues  of  municipalities,  special  committees,  and  finally  by  the  association’s 
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resolutions  committee.  Those  which  are  approved  by  the  resolutions  committee 
are  submitted  for  consideration  by  the  policymaking  body  which  consists  of 
the  voting  delegates  to  the  annual  municipal  congress. 

Once  adopted,  and  a  two-thirds  vote  is  required,  the  policy  becomes  the 
foundation  around  w'hich  municipal  officials,  acting  through  their  State  leagues 
of  municipalities  and  the  American  Municipal  Association,  build  their  legis¬ 
lative  programs  in  city  councils  and  State  legislatures  and  in  the  National 
Congress.  Last  December  in  Boston,  the  membership  approved  the  following 
resolution  relating  to  intergovernmental  relations : 

Section  15-1 — “The  American  Municipal  Association  endorses  the  philosophy 
expressed  in  the  HUth  Report  of  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations  in 
regard  to  Federal-State-loeal  relations  that : 

“  ‘The  subcommittee  believes  that  the  interest  and  initiative  for  increasing  the 
responsibilities  of  the  States  and  localities  must  come  from  those  levels  of 
government.  Responsibility  cannot  be  created  by  a  transfer  of  programs  and 
tax  sources.  It  is  imperative  that  the  Federal  Government  do  everything  pos¬ 
sible  to  promote  a  favorable  climate  for  the  proper  functioning  of  the  other 
levels  of  government.  This  includes  making  available  to  the  States  and  locali¬ 
ties  those  revenue  sources  that  are  not  of  primary  importance  to  the  Federal 
Government  and  which  are  well  adapted  for  State  and  local  use.  Such  action 
should  be  taken  independently  of  Federal  decision  concerning  particular  grant 
programs.’ 

“We  congratulate  the  members  of  the  committee  for  the  thoroughness  of  their 
research  and  the  excellence  of  their  report.  Further,  we  urge  the  Congress 
and  the  administration  be  guided  by  the  committee’s  recommendation  as  con¬ 
tained  in  this  report.  It  is  noted  that  many  of  these  recommendations  were 
earlier  carried  in  the  report  of  the  Kestnbaum  Commission,  which  have  been 
endorsed  by  the  American  Municipal  Association.” 

Section  15-2— -“A  permanent  national  commission  on  all  phases  of  Federal- 
State-local  relations  should  be  created.  The  commission  should  be  created  pur¬ 
suant  to  an  act  of  Congress.  The  members  should  be  true  representatives  of 
each  type  of  government.  The  commission  should  have  the  type  of  membership 
which  will  give  it  the  greatest  possible  national  prestige.  In  a  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  the  most  difficult  questions  arise  between  the  types  of  government. 
Some  clarification  of  policy  is  necessary.  It  can  be  accomplished  best  by  a 
National  Commission  on  Federal,  State,  and  Local  Government  Relations.  Few 
activities  are  more  urgent  or  more  important  as  a  means  of  proving  that  demo¬ 
cratic  Federal  Government  can  work  effectively  and  harmoniously.” 

As  you  have  noted  from  the  above,  the  American  Municipal  Association  has 
been  quite  impressed  with  the  work  of  the  subcommittee  and  with  the  quality 
of  its  findings  concerning  problems  of  intergovernmental  relations. 

AVe  are,  of  course,  extremely  pleased  that  the  subcommittee  and  the  full 
committee  have  seen  fit  to  endorse  legislation  to  create  a  permanent  national 
commission  on  intergovernmental  relations.  Although  the  above  section  15-2  is 
a  part  of  the  association’s  1959  national  municipal  policy  statement,  the  original 
resolution  advocating  the  creation  of  a  permanent  national  commission  on  inter¬ 
governmental  relations  was  introduced  and  accepted  by  the  membership  in  1954, 
and  has  been  reaffirmed  every  year  since  that  date. 

Although  our  national  municipal  policy  statement  does  not  spell  out  in  specific 
detail  the  exact  type  of  permanent  commission  we  would  like  to  see  created,  I 
believe  that  I  can  say  with  some  certainty  that  the  approach  contained  in 
Representative  Fountain’s  bill  is  quite  acceptable  to  us.  We  agree  that  the 
commission  should  be  bipartisan,  and  we  are  satisfied  with  the  manner  in  which 
the  24  members  of  the  commission  are  to  be  selected  and  that  equitable  repre¬ 
sentation  of  all  levels  of  government  involved  is  assured. 

We  are  also  quite  satisfied  with  the  functions  the  commission  is  to  assume 
under  the  language  of  the  Fountain  bill.  Since  the  bill  itself  is  pretty  much 
the  product  of  the  very  extensive  and  far-reaching  hearings  held  by  the  sub¬ 
committee  over  the  past  2  years,  I  do  not  propose  to  go  into  details  as  to  why 
the  proposed  legislation  is  in  order  and  long-awaited.  All  these  things,  the 
justifications  and  the  detailed  arguments,  the  cases  in  point  have  been  put  to 
the  committee  during  the  course  of  hearings  already  conducted. 

I  would  be  less  than  frank  if  I  suggested  to  you  that  we  think  our  problems 
as  they  relate  to  other  levels  of  government  will  be  over  once  this  bill  is  enacted. 
We  want  this  legislation  enacted  because  we  think  that  the  current  state  of 
intergovernmental  relations  leaves  considerable  to  be  desired,  that  it  needs  to  be 


ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS  79 


improved  and  that  the  commission  idea  is  worth  trying  to  fill  this  long  existing 
vacuum. 

Our  great  concern  for  the  need  to  establish  better  relationships  stems  from 
the  fact  that  we  believe  more  effective,  efficient  and  responsible  government  is 
possible  in  an  atmosphere  of  mutual  understanding  between  all  levels  involved 
and  where  resources  are  pooled  in  the  solution  of  common  problems. 

I  also  feel  compelled  to  point  out  that  in  my  view  the  success  of  the  commis¬ 
sion,  if  this  bill  is  enacted,  will  depend  to  no  little  extent  on  the  quality  and 
caliber  of  its  members.  They  should  be  competent  in  government  and  dedicated 
to  its  continual  improvement.  They  should  be  interested  in  the  problems  they 
are  to  treat  and  they  should  be  willing  to  sacrifice  time  and  considerable  energy 
in  the  conduct  of  the  commission’s  business.  Finally,  I  would  hope  that  each 
one  could  come  to  serve  -with  an  open  mind,  ready  to  come  to  grips  with  the  real 
problem  of  achieving  better  and  more  effective  government  within  the  broad 
framework  laid  down  by  our  Constitution.  We  believe  the  commission  idea 
to  be  sound  and  the  work  it  is  to  do  extremely  important.  We  stand  ready  to  do 
our  share  to  make  its  endeavors  meaningful  and  worthwhile. 

Senator  Muskie.  Now,  it  is  our  pleasure  to  present  a  member  of  the 
fair  sex,  the  distinguished  senator  from  Massachusetts,  Senator  Leslie 
B.  Cutler. 

Representative  Dwyer.  May  I  welcome  the  distinguished  lady  from 
the  State  of  Massachusetts. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  concur  in  what  has  been  said.  She 
gave  very  helpful  and  informative  testimony  before  our  subcommittee. 
I  believe  it  was  in  Boston,  was  it  not  ? 

Senator  Cutler.  That  is  right. 

Representative  Fountain.  It  is  good  to  have  you  here. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  LESLIE  B.  CUTLER,  A  STATE  SENATOR  FROM 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Senator  Cutler.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  tremendously  inter¬ 
ested  in  your  report,  that  you  were  kind  enough  to  send  to  me,  Mr. 
Fountain. 

I  did  testify  before  the  committee  when  you  were  in  Boston.  I 
have  read  the  legislation  that  you  have  sent  me,  H.R.  6904,  H.R.  6905, 
and  S.  2026. 

I  would  like  to  record  myself  personally,  as  a  former  chairman  of 
the  public  welfare  committee  for  8  years  in  the  Massachusetts  Senate, 
as  being  wholeheartedly  in  favor  of  the  legislation  presented  to  the 
Congress. 

I  bring  a  message  from  His  Excellency  Governor  Furcolo,  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts.  He  regrets  his  inability  to  appear  before  the  honorable 
committee,  and  sends  his  apologies,  since  business  has  kept  him  at 
home. 

He  authorized  me  to  state  that  he  approves  of  the  legislation  and 
will  send  a  statement  within  a  week  or  so,  and  I  ask  respectfully  that 
it  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  of  this  hearing. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

Senator  Cutler.  Thank  you. 

I  am  happy  to  present  to  you  this  morning  a  resolution  from  the 
Massachusetts  Senate.  The  General  Court  of  Massachusetts  is  still 
in  session.  When  I  received  the  legislation,  it  impressed  me  favor¬ 
ably  and  I  went  to  both  the  minority  floor  leader  of  my  party  and  the 
president  of  the  senate,  and  they  both  were  delighted  to  have  me  present 
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the  resolutions,  and  these  resolutions  were  adopted  unanimously  by 
the  Massachusetts  Senate  on  June  10. 

(The  resolution  referred  to  follows :) 

THE  COMMONWEALTH  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
In  the  Year  One  Thousand  Nine  Hundred  and  Fifty-nine 

Resolutions  Memorializing  Congress  on  the  Adoption  of  Legislation 

Providing  for  the  Establishment  of  a  Permanent  Advisory  Committee  on 

Intergovernmental  Relations 

Whereas  there  is  pending  before  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  H.R.  6004, 
introduced  by  Representative  L.  H.  Fountain,  of  North  Carolina ;  H.R.  6906,  in¬ 
troduced  by  Representative  Florence  P.  Dwyer,  of  New  Jersey ;  and  S.  2026, 
introduced  by  Senator  Edmund  S.  Muskie,  each  of  which  seeks  to  establish  an 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  to  bring  together  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  Federal,  State  and  local  governments  for  the  consideration  of 
common  problems ;  to  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  administration  and 
coordination  of  Federal  grants  and  other  programs  requiring  intergovernmental 
cooperation ;  and  to  recommend  the  proper  allocation  of  governmental  functions 
and  responsibilities  among  the  several  levels  of  government :  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Massachusetts  Senate  respectfully  urges  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  to  enact  legislation  to  establish  said  Advisory  Committee  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations,  as  contained  generally  in  the  30th  Report  of  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations,  in  order  to  assure  the  fullest  cooperation 
and  coordination  between  Federal,  State  and  local  governments,  and  to  promote 
greater  understanding  in  intergovernmental  problems  and  in  the  financial  prob¬ 
lems  involved  therein ;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  Than  an  engrossed  copy  of  these  resolutions  be  transmitted  to  the 
Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  and  that  copies  thereof  be  sent 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Commonwealth  to  the  presiding  oflicer  of  each  branch  of 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  and  to  each  Member  thereof  from  this  Com¬ 
monwealth. 

Senate,  adopted,  June  10, 1959. 

Irving  N.  Hayden,  Clerk. 

A  true  copy. 

Attest : 

Joseph  D.  Ward,  Secretary  of  the  Commonwealth. 

It  is  signed  and  attested  to  as  a  true  copy  by  Joseph  D.  Ward,  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Commonwealth,  Mr.  Chairman.  And  Mr.  Fountain,  you 
may  remember,  he  represented  his  Excellency  the  Governor  at  the  same 
hearing  I  spoke  at  in  Boston. 

I  saw  Mr.  Ward,  before  leaving  when  I  picked  up  this  engrossed 
copy  at  his  office,  and  he  wanted  me  to  assure  you  that  he  was  still  in 
favor  of  what  you  were  doing  and  especially  of  the  legislation  which 
I  showed  him. 

Senator  Muskie.  We  are  delighted  to  have  this  and  we  are  happy 
to  know  one  legislative  body  has  approved  of  it. 

Representative  Fountain.  It  would  be  nice  if  other  State  legisla¬ 
tures  which  are  in  session  would  express  themselves  on  this  subject.  It 
would  make  our  job  easier. 

Representative  Smith.  I  suggest  some  people  are  now  more  relaxed 
since  some  of  them  adjourned  and  are  glad  they  are  not  in  session. 

Senator  Cutler.  Mr.  Chairman,  besides  the  resolutions  I  was  able 
to  see  yesterday  Representative  Sumner  Kaplan  who  is  the  house 
chairman  now  and  was  the  house  chairman  for  several  years  of  the 
Public  Welfare  Committee  and  he  wanted  to  be  recorded  in  favor  of  the 
legislation. 
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rnSePir?Se?tatlVe  T!r'!ie7.r!lresher  of  the  house  also  wished  to  be  re- 
co™ed  m  favor  as  did  Representative  Mary  Newman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  if  I  could  have  talked  to  the  speaker  of  the 
house,  I  probably  would  have  brought  you  a  resolution  from  the  house, 
but.  they  are  very  busy  over  there  so  I  did  not  ask  them  to  do  it  and  1 
thought  that  the  senate  action  would  probably  be  sufficient.  1  think 
the  house  would  have  gone  along  with  it. 

„M[\(  hairinan,  I  only  have  a  very  few  comments  on  the  bills,  copies 

s«ehlnVo„h“h  n“-  1  feel  y°U  “re  abs0h'te,y 

JenioTtl gcmtlxurf^ 

New  problems  are  arising  all  the  time,  new  ideas  are  presented,  in 
addition  to  those  problems  now  recognized  in  the  report. 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  government  today  is  a  partner- 
2kawiW5  nolonger  can  seal  governments  off  in  airtight  compart¬ 
ments.  What  affects  the  people  and  especially  our  children  is  the 

a^dTorcainCern  °  aH  l6VelS  °f  government:  National,  State  county! 

There  shoidd  not  be  duplication  but  there  should  be  coordination. 
Iheie  should  not  be  one  standard  at  the  national  level,  another  at  the 
fetate  and  still  another  at  the  county  or  local  level. 

Such  coordination  would  result  in  economies  not  only  in  the  field 
of  public  assistance  and  education  and  health,  but  in  many  other  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  government  as  well. 

Taxation,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  on  everybody’s  mind  these  days  and  I 
teel  sure  that  such  an  Advisory  Commission  could  be  extremely  help- 

,  T1,ieiSxrate  Ciomniittee  on  Sma11  Business,  of  which  Senator  Salton- 
stall  of  Massachusetts  is  a  member,  held  a  hearing  in  Boston  recently 
on  the  problems  of  State  taxation  of  interstate  commerce.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  committee  is  considering  a  recommendation  for  an  inter¬ 
governmental  commission  such  as  your  honorable  committee  recom¬ 
mends  m  tins  legislation.  So  they  feel  that  that  is  another  very  neces¬ 
sary  held  to  be  discussed  and  studied  on  a  continuing  basis. 

However,  not  only  in  duplication  and  coordination  is  such  a  perma¬ 
nent  Commission  needed  but  also  in  order  to  have  better  planning-  of 
bills  passed  by  the  Congress,  with  bills  passed  by  the  State  legislature, 
where  some  might  be  in  conflict. 

The  uniform  laws  are  greatly  needed  but  it  often  takes  years  to 
complete  them.  J 

And  in  a  Washington  paper  this  morning  I  read  about  a  problem 
that  interests  me  very  much,  that  of  stream  pollution,  and  it  empa- 
sizes  the  fact  that  it  might  take  as  much  as  50  years  unless  pressure  is 
brought  by  the  Federal  Government  to  get  the  proper  legislation 
through  the  States. 

I  know  it  has  been  not.  50  years  but  quite  a  long  time  since  we  have 
been  trying  to  do  it  in  Massachusetts. 

My  special  interests,  Mr.  Chairman,  include  public  health,  mental 
health,  juvenile  delinquency,  correctional  institutions,  public  assist¬ 
ance  of  all  categories,  but  especially  of  the  disabled  and  handicapped 
and  rehabilitation  of  these  people.  1  * 
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In  reading  your  report  I  found  on  page  8  a  list  of  the  Federal 
grants-in-aid,  and  22  of  them  are  in  this  particular  field  of  special 
interest  to  me. 

I  am  also  interested  in  the  other  23  listed.  A  great  many  of  them. 

However  I  did  note  there  is  only  one  item,  aid  to  soldiers’  homes,  that 
has  to  do  with  the  veterans  services.  Of  course  I  am  well  aware  of 
the  fact  that  the  Veterans’  Administration  deals  directly  with  the  vet¬ 
eran  himself,  but,  however,  we  do  have  certainly  at  the  State  and  local 
level  many  veterans’  services,  and  it  does  seem  to  me  that  here  is 
another  field  in  which  there  well  could  be  more  coordination  and 
knowledge  of  what  one  group  is  doing  and  what  the  other  is  doing. 

The  total  Federal  grant  figures  that  you  gave  in  your  report  stag¬ 
gered  me,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  not  used  to  dealing  in  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars.  We  do  get  up  to  millions  in  Massachusetts,  but  when  you  re¬ 
ported  that  $5,200,000,000  in  fiscal  1958  was  appropriated  by  the 
Federal  Government,  it  was  amazing  to  me,  and  that  Massachusetts 
receives  in  1960 — hopefully,  the  Governor’s  budget  here  reports — a 
figure  of  some  $78,200,000.  And  that  is  exclusive  of  the  $3  million 
we  certainly  expect — that  is  in  Federal  aid — $3  million  we  certainly 
expect  for  construction  of  airports  in  Massachusetts. 

There  are  many  other  categories :  Flood  control,  highways,  hospital 
construction,  slum  clearance  and  urban  renewal,  and  all  these  Federal 
grants  are  vitally  important  in  any  State  budget.  The  Massachusetts 
General  Fund  is  about  $336  million  and  its  tax  receipts  are  estimated 
at  $293  million.  So  if  we  had  to  raise  the  rest  of  the  $78  million  we 
now  get  from  the  Federal  grants  where  would  we  find  the  money? 
We  are  having  some  difficulty  with  finding  money  to  balance  the 
budget  the  way  it  is  now. 

All  those  problems  would  come  before  this  Advisory  Commission 
and  I  think  it  certainly  would  be  a  tremendous  step  forward  if  we 
could  have  this  legislation  as  soon  as  possible. 

I  fear  that  there  is  perhaps  no  hope  of  getting  it  now,  we  may  have 
to  wait  another  whole  year,  but  that  is  the  way  things  move,  rather 
slowly  perhaps,  but  certainly  I  wish  to  congratulate  the  committee 
that  brought  in  this  report  and  I  do  hope  that  the  Congress  will  act 
favorably  upon  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  I  sat  in  this  beautiful  chamber  and  waited 
and  listened  with  great  interest  to  the  other  people  who  spoke,  I 
noticed  the  beautiful  portrait  in  back  of  you.  Below  that  portrait 
is  a  dock  and.  the  clock  is  stopped.  It  is  the  old  type  of  clock,  Mr. 
Chairman.  Sitting  where  you  are,  you  see  the  new  clock  which  was 
never  dreamed  or,  of  thought  of,  when  President  Lincoln’s  beautiful 
portrait  there,  with  his  Cabinet,  was  placed  in  this  same  historic 
chamber. 

But  that  clock  operated  by  electricity  fits  very  well  into  this  historic 
chamber  and  is  a  symbol  of  progress,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  govern¬ 
ment  with  this  new  idea  of  coordinating  all  the  governments  together 
would  certainly  make  for  progress  also. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much,  Senator  Cutler,  for  your 
excellent  statement. 

To  further  amaze  you  or  startle  you  I  might  point  out  that  in  fiscal 

1959  the  total  of  these  grants-in-aid  is  $5,900,000,000  and  in  fiscal 

1960  it  undoubtedly  will  go  above  the  $6  billion  figure. 
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So  it  is  growing. 

I  would  like  to  ask  you  just  one  question,  Senator  Cutler:  Do  you 
know  whether  or  not  the  State  of  Massachusetts  participates  in  all 
of  the  grant-in-aid  programs  which  were  listed  in  the  subcommittee’s 
report  ? 

Senator  Cutler.  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  participate  in  most  of 
them.  I  cannot  answer  positively.  I  know  we  participate  in  the  22 
that  I  am  interested  in  because  I  follow  them  very  closely.  I  am  very 
upset  if  the  Congress  cuts  those  appropriations,  a  part  of  which  will 
come  to  Massachusetts. 

I  cannot  answer,  however,  for  all  of  the  other  23,  but  I  would  be 
very  pleased  to  find  out  for  you  and  send  you  word. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  might  be  of  interest. 

(The  information  requested  follows:) 

After  checking  with  the  various  State  departments  in  Massachusetts  I  find 
that  our  State  participates  in  all  of  the  Federal  grants-in-aid  as  listed  on  page  8 
of  your  committee  report,  with  the  sole  exception  of  major  disaster  relief.  I 
also  find  that  the  total  amount  received  by  Massachusetts  is  in  excess  of  the 
$78  million  I  mentioned  when  I  appeared  before  your  committee.  The  figure  I 
quoted  of  $78,200,000  was  taken  from  page  109  of  the  Governor’s  budget  where 
the  receipts  from  Federal  grants  are  listed.  However,  omitted  from  that  list 
were  the  various  highway  construction  grants  which  total  an  additional  $50 
million  and  airport  construction  amounting  to  $1,610,359. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  only  want  to  thank  Senator  Cutler  for 
returning  before  us  and  giving  us  the  benefit  of  her  thinking.  Again 
she  has  been  very  helpful. 

Senator  Cutler.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Representative  Dwyer.  I  want  to  pay  tribute  again  to  a  very  out¬ 
standing  woman  for  a  very  outstanding  statement  this  morning. 

I  have  this  one  question :  As  a  State  Senator  from  Massachusetts, 
how  do  you  think  this  Advisory  Commission  could  be  of  help  to  you  in 
your  work? 

Senator  Cutler.  Mrs.  Dwyer  and  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  many  many 
times  gone  from  our  Public  Welfare  Committee  room  in  bewilderment 
as  to  where  I  was  going  to  turn  to  find  out  the  answers  to  the  problems 
the  people  wanted  answered  by  legislation. 

We  have  a  fine  representative  in  Massachusetts  as  regional  director 
of  the  Federal  Security  Administration  in  Mr.  Lawrence  Bresnahan, 
but  he  can  never  speak  with  any  real  authority.  He  could  just  give 
me  the  answers  to  the  things  I  did  not  know. 

It  seems  to  me  that  these  problems,  particularly  on  the  grants-in-aid 
to  the  disabled  and  the  rehabilitation,  even  if  we  did  not  have  a 
member  from  our  own  State  legislature,  we  could  go  to  that  person 
on  the  new  Advisory  Commission  and  to  the  staff  that  will  be  set  up 
and  present  our  problems  and  then  perhaps  that  Commission  could 
come  up  with  the  answers.  I  think  it  would  be  tremendously  helpful. 

Representative  Dwyer.  Do  you  feel  that  your  colleagues  in  the 
State  Senate  would  take  advantage  of  this  type  of  Commission,  seek¬ 
ing  information  ? 

Senator  Cutler.  I  am  sure  they  would,  because  by  passing  these 
resolutions  the  Massachusetts  Senate  has  shown  its  interest. 

Representative  Langen.  May  I  add  my  compliments  to  the  Senator 
for  the  very  worthy  and  significant  statement  she  has  made  this 
morning  ? 


84  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

Senator  Cutler.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  am  very  happy  to  have 
been  here. 

Representative  Fountain.  We  did  not  realize  yesterday  when 
Governor  Loveless  of  Iowa  testified  that  the  minority  leader  of  the 
Iowa  House  of  Representatives,  Mr.  Scott  Swisher,  was  in  the  room 
with  him.  If  we  had  known  about  it,  we  certainly  would  have  invited 
him  to  testify.  I’m  sorry  we  did  not  know  he  was  here. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  regret  that  Mr.  Saul  I.  Stern,  who  was  here 
earlier  this  morning,  had  to  leave.  He  will  return  Friday  morning 
to  testify. 

Senator  Hartke  of  Indiana  has  indicated  he  will  be  here  at  1  o’clock 
to  testify. 

We  might  at  this  point  while  we  are  waiting  for  the  Senator  refer 
again  to  the  fact  that  these  hearings  will  be  resumed  on  Friday  morn¬ 
ing  at  10  o’clock  and  that  we  will  have  as  witnesses  Senator  Eugene 
McCarthy,  Mr.  John  E.  Bebout  of  the  National  Municipal  League, 
Congressman  Harold  C.  Ostertag,  Congressman  Emilio  Daddario, 
and  Mayor  Gordon  S.  Clinton  of  Seattle,  Wash.,  in  addition  to  Mr. 
Saul  I.  Stern. 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  present  to  the  committee  my  esteemed  fellow 
freshman,  Senator  Vance  Hartke  of  Indiana. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  VANCE  HARTKE,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  INDIANA 

Senator  Hartke.  I  would  like  to  say  first  to  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  from  the  State  of  Maine,  he  was  the  inspiration  last  fall  which 
led  me  to  triple  my  efforts  during  the  fall  campaign  and  since  I  have 
been  here  I  have  continued  to  take  his  good  advice  and  that  is  one 
of  the  reasons  why  I  wanted  to  appear  here  in  person,  today. 

Senator  Muskie.  We  must  make  the  point  that  this  is  an  inde¬ 
pendent  statement,  Senator. 

Senator  Hartke.  I  think  it  would  be  perhaps  better  if  I  resorted 
to  a  written  statement. 

I  am  happy  to  have  this  opportunity  of  expressing  my  full  en¬ 
dorsement  of  S.  2060,  introduced  by  Mr.  Muskie,  and  others,  to  estab¬ 
lish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

My  appreciation  of  the  importance  of  this  measure,  and  of  the 
benefits  which  may  reasonably  be  expected  to  flow  from  its  enact¬ 
ment,  has  been  strengthened  by  my  recollection  of  various  experiences 
that  I  had  while  serving  as  mayor  of  my  home  city  in  Indiana. 

Although  the  term  “intergovernmental  relations”  is  of  relatively 
recent  origin,  the  interlevel  and  inter  jurisdictional  relationships  of 
governments  for  which  it  stands  are  as  old  as  the  Constitution  and  the 
establishment  of  the  present  system  of  government.  These  relation¬ 
ships  have  always  been  with  us  though  we  have  been  much  more  aware 
of  them  at  some  times  than  at  others.  Occasionally,  they  have  been 
the  subj ect  of  heated  controversy  and  debate. 

The  significant  thing  to  me  is  that,  until  very  recently,  we  never 
gave  any  serious  attention  to  problems  in  this  field,  or  tried  to  do  any¬ 
thing  about  them.  New  programs  and  policies  were  adopted,  some¬ 
times  at  the  Federal  level,  sometimes  by  the  States,  without  any  con¬ 
sideration  being  given  to  their  impact  upon  other  levels  and  units  of 
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Government.  However  important  these  effects  might  be  in  any  given 
instance,  they  were  treated  as  purely  incidental,  almost  accidental— if, 
indeed,  they  were  recognized  and  considered  at  all. 

In  some  cases,  the  effects  were  good,  in  others  not  so  good,  but 
there  was  no  one  anywhere  in  the  whole  governmental  structure  whose 
business  it  was  to  study  them,  to  coordinate  programs,  to  evolve  means 
of  avoiding  conflicts  and  misunderstandings  as  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  States. 

So  much  was  this  true  that,  between  1787  and  1953,  there  was  no 
duly  constituted  official  body  specifically  charged  with  examining 
such  questions  and  making  recommendations  with  regard  to  them. 
In  the  latter  year,  such  a  body,  a  National  Study  Commission  on  In¬ 
tergovernmental  Relations,  was  created;  in  1955,  this  Commission  re¬ 
ported.  Among  its  recommendations  was  one  for  the  establishment, 
on  a  permanent  basis,  of  a  National  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations. 

The  House  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  held  ex¬ 
tensive  hearings  and  did  a  good  deal  of  staff  work  on  this  subject. 
Their  bill,  H.R.  6904,  and  this  bill,  S.  2060,  represent  an  effort  to  imple¬ 
ment  this  recommendation  of  the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations,  and  put  it  into  effect.  Of  this  purpose,  I  most  heartily 
approve,  and  I  believe  that  the  enactment  of  this  measure  would  make 
an  ifnportant  contribution  in  the  elimination  of  frictions  and  contro¬ 
versy,  and  toward  a  more  systematic  and  orderly  development  of 
intergovernmental  relations  in  this  country  in  the  future. 

I  might  say  in  addition  to  this  statement  that  during  the  time  that 
this  has  occurred,  these  various  problems,  I  have  seen  the  frustration 
that  has  occurred  with  people  on  a  local  level  attempting  to  find  solu¬ 
tions.  They  have  gone  to  various  conventions  and  come  back  with 
piecemeal  types  of  information,  trying  to  put  that  together  with  what 

has  gone  on  before.  .  . 

Most  governmental  officials  I  believe  are  sincere  m  their  efforts  to 
do  what  they  can  for  their  communities.  Their  real  problem  fre¬ 
quently  is  not  the  sincerity  of  their  purpose  but  the  availability  of 
information  to  accomplish  what  they  intend  to  do. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  time  you  have  given  me. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  would  like  to  get  some  observations  from  you, 
relative  to  the  extent  of  home  rule  in  Indiana,  and  particulaily  your 
own  experience  with  that. 

Senator  Hartke.  I  have  frequently  stated  m  view  of  the  contro¬ 
versy,  or  lack  of  enthusiasm  for  home  rule  here  in  Washington,  that 
this  is  not  a  peculiar  thing  in  the  Capital  City.  That  this  home  rule 
situation  exists  in  practically  every  local  unit  of  government  through¬ 
out  the  United  States.  In  fact,  it  is  more  of  a  problem  than  is  fre¬ 
quently  recognized.  Indiana  has  been  struggling  with  this  problem 
and  has  also  had  the  difficulty  of  coming  to  any  uniformity  of 

decision.  .  . 

There  have  been  two  approaches  basically.  One  of  them  was  the 
so-called  legislative  approach  to  home  rule,  and  the  other  is  the  judi¬ 
cial.  The  legislative  approach  is  the  one  which  would  delegate  to 
the  local  authorities  all  powers  which  are  not  specifically  reserved  to 
the  central  power,  or  the  State.  The  judicial  approach  is  giving  the 
local  authority  to  the  local  governments  and  retaining  to  the  States 
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those  things  which  were  of  a  State  nature  which  ultimately  made  that 
decision  a  judicial  question  and  each  question  would  have  to  be  de¬ 
termined  on  the  basis  of  its  individual  factual  situation. 

Now  in  Indiana,  all  of  the  local  authorities  are  creations  of  the 
State  and  are  merely  an  adjunct  to  the  State  authority.  That  means 
that  every  2  years  the  local  authority,  if  it  is  in  any  way  lacking  in 
authority  to  complete  its  job,  has  to  go  to  the  legislature  and  then 
pass  what  we  call  really  special  legislation,  if  it  would  not  apply  gen¬ 
erally  all  over  the  State,  to  solve  their  particular  problem.  And  this 
delay  frequently  was  of  sufficient  nature  to  prevent  any  worthwhile 
project  being  carried  out  and  sometimes  by  the  time  the  legislature 
met,  considered  the  legislation  and  passed  it,  the  necessity  for  that 
legislation  may  have  already  passed  or  the  desirability  passed. 

Frankly  I  am  in  favor  of  the  extension  of  giving  authority  to 
government  to  deal  with  its  problems  to  the  extent  that  it  does  not 
cause  any  real  difficulty  or  harm  to  any  other  large  segment  of  our 
community. 

The  same  thing  with  the  States.  I  feel  the  States  should  be  free 
to  have  as  much  authority  as  they  can  have  and  solve  their  own  prob¬ 
lems  without  interference  from  any  other  source. 

Senator  Muskie.  How  much  leeway  has  State  government  in  In¬ 
diana  given  to  local  government  in  the  tax  field  ? 

Senator  IIartke.  In  the  tax  field  they  have  maintained  almost 
complete  control  of  the  local  authorities,  all  the  way  through,  which 
frankly  I  think  is  bad  again. 

Sometimes  we  brag  about  the  fact  that  we  are  a  debt-free  State. 
This  has  also  its  difficulties  as  well  as  its  assets.  The  local  communi¬ 
ties  are  based  on  an  assessment  value  of  approximately  one-third  of 
fair  market  value  with  a  2  percent  assessment  for  capital  improve¬ 
ments  so  that  is  2  percent  of  one-third  and  so  you  can  see  this  leaves 
very  little  for  them  in  the  line  of  property  assessment  for  actual 
municipal  affairs. 

Now  in  order  to  obviate  this,  the  cities  have  been  creating  special 
municipal  authorities.  For  example,  they  will  create  a  metropolitan 
grouping  of  some  sort — for  example,  in  highway  construction  or  in 
flood  control,  airport  construction,  sewer  programs,  water  districts, 
and  things  of  that  sort,  wdiich  is  really  a  figment  of  imagination,  or 
at  least  a  stretch  of  the  legalistic  interpretation  of  the  Constitution. 

Senator  Muskie.  We  have  a  similar  development  in  Maine.  It 
might  be  of  interest  to  you  to  know  that  the  district  idea  which  was 
first  developed  in  connection  with  water  supply  originated  in  the 
brain  of  an  old  Maine  lawyer  who  is  responsible  for  my  starting  prac¬ 
tice  in  the  city  of  Waterville,  Maine.  A  gentleman  by  the  name  of 
Harvey  Eaton,  who  is  now  dead.  It  is  really  a  fragmentation  in 
some  respects,  some  very  real  respects,  of  local  government. 

Senator  Hartke.  The  difficulty  I  find  with  that  is  that  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  constitutional  limitations  upon  the  bonding  capacity  of  a 
municipality  were  intended  for  the  protection  of  the  citizenry.  Then 
you  are  going  back  and  recognizing  that  you  have  a  definite  failure 
to  take  care  of  the  needs  of  a  community.  And  whether  we  like  it  or 
not  in  most  municipal  affairs,  particularly  in  cities,  two-thirds  of  our 
people  now  are  in  metropolitan  areas  and  no  longer  can  they  be  con¬ 
tent  even  with  the  city  boundaries.  They  have  to  be  provided  with 
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these  services  or  otherwise  you  have  a  gradual  deterioration  of  munic¬ 
ipal  service  and  eventually  a  deterioration  of  the  entire  governmental 
unit.  And  then  they  cry,  the  local  people  will  cry  because  their  facil¬ 
ities  have  not  been  kept  up  to  date  and  there  is  no  way  of  keeping 
them  up  to  date  if  you  do  not  have  sufficient  funds  to  do  so. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  district  idea  is  really  a  device  to  evade  con¬ 
stitutional  debt  limitations  ? 

Senator  Hartke.  Yes.  Frankly,  I  do  not  oppose  it.  In  fact,  I 
urged  even  while  I  was  here  in  this  last  legislative  assembly  in  Indiana 
to  create  two  additional  of  these  departmentalized  subterfuges  in 
order  to  do  what  was  necessary  for  the  city  of  Evansville  in  the  field 
of  airport  construction  and  in  the  field  of  construction  of  a  levy. 

Senator  Muskie.  Mr.  Fountain - 

'  Representative  Fountain.  I  think  all  of  us  share,  certainly  in  de¬ 
grees,  your  concern  over  centralization  of  authority  in  the  Federal 
Government,  especially  on  questions  of  taxation  and  spending.  Yet 
I  was  very  much  interested  in  testimony  which  we  received  from  wit¬ 
nesses  in  your  State.  One  or  more  witnesses  on  the  executive  level 
were  very  strenuously  opposed  to  centralization  of  this  authority  in 
Washington,  while  representatives  of  your  local  governmental  units 
were  complaining  very  bitterly  about  centralization  of  authority  in 
the  State  government. 

Senator  Hartke.  That  is  a  common  thing. 

I  will  say  that  I  do  not  share  the  view  of  those  of  the  top  executive 
in  our  own  State  and  I  do  not  want  you  to  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
they  represent  the  thinking  of  the  vast  majority  of  our  people,  and 
without  in  any  way  reflecting  upon  the  integrity  of  those  who  testify. 

But,  frankly,  I  do  not  believe  we  can  live  alone  any  more  and  I 
think  that  we  have  to  recognize  that  there  are  certain  things  which 
are  probably  better  solved  on  a  local  level  but  there  are  other  matters 
which  are  better  solved  with  more  centralization  of  information  and 
authority.  And  I  do  not  think  that  you  can  just  say  that  it  is  either 
black  or  that  it  is  white.  There  is  an  awful  lot  of  gray  in  between. 

I  do  see  a  lot  of  merit  to  giving  an  opportunity  to  local  govern¬ 
ments  to  solve  their  own  problems  first.  Give  them  that  opportunity. 
And  then  if  they  cannot,  or  if  they  will  not,  in  my  own  opinion,  if  it 
is  still  to  the  best  interests  of  the  overall  community,  then  it  is  in  my 
opinion  the  duty  of  the  Federal  Government  to  do  so.  I  feel  this  in 
the  field  of  education. 

I  know  that  this  is  a  field  where  it  frequently  comes  up  but  as  far 
as  the  education  of  the  child  is  concerned  you  cannot  put  it  off  until 
10  years  from  now.  And  I  have  five  of  my  own  and  I  know  how  true 
that  is. 

The  local  government  cannot  or  will  not  provide  the  educational 
facilities  and  that  is  no  reason  the  child  should  be  denied  having  that 
educational  facility. 

The  same  is  true  of  water  and  sewerage.  They  talked  about  the  dif¬ 
ficulty  and  the  predominance  of  polio.  We  had  a  very  serious  out¬ 
break  of  polio  in  Evansville  prior  to  the  immunization  period  and  the 
point  was  that  we  had  large  sections  of  our  city  which  had  not  had 
proper  sewerage,  septic  tanks,  and  even  in  my  own  back  yard  in  Evans¬ 
ville  where  I  live  there  was  no  sewerage,  and  as  a  result  of  that  we 
had  raw  sewage  coming  up  in  the  back  yard.  I  knew  there  had  to  be 
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something  dangerous  about  it — at  least  I  thought  there  was.  If  it  was 
not  dangerous,  it  sure  did  smell  bad.  And  there  again  this  problem 
of  adequate  finances  to  build  sewers,  I  mean  it  just  has  to  come  from 
someplace.  If  you  don’t  have  the  authority  to  do  it  you  better  find 
some  way  to  get  the  authority. 

I  will  be  glad  to  answer  any  other  questions. 

Representative  Smith.  I  vaguely  recall  that  the  Indiana  Legislature 
has  refused  to  cooperate  with  some  of  these  principal  grant-m-aid 

programs.  Is  that  correct  or  not  ?  .  .  ,  r™  n-i 

Senator  Hartke.  That  was  true  until  the  last  legislature.  I  hey  did 
not  this  last  one.  I  might  say  that  we  had  a  Democratic-control  led 
house  this  year  for  the  first  time  for  many  years  and  also  just  four  shy 
of  a  Democratic-controlled  senate,  which  left  a  great  difference. 

I  will  say  this  to  you :  As  far  as  I  am  concerned  we  have  participated 
in  some  programs  and  sometimes  we  have  had  people  talk  the.  othei 
way  and  then  come  back  and  beg  for  assistance  from  the  Federal  gov¬ 
ernment.  „  . 

I  want  you  to  know  that  we  are — as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  am  here 

to  participate  in  all  those  benefits  that  the  Federal  Government  can 
give  and  I  hope  you  will  not  hold  that  against  me,  what  somebody  else 

said.  ..  „ 

Representative  Smith.  "What  were  some  of  these  programs . 

Senator  IIartke.  Well,  even  yet  today,  aid  to  handicapped  chil¬ 
dren  and  the  rehabilitation  programs  and  the  welfare  programs  for 
our  people  back  home.  We  have  never  hesitated  to  take  our  highway 

Representative  Smith.  Do  you  mean  the  State  of  Indiana  did  not 
cooperate  in  the  ADC  programs  ? 

Senator  IIartke.  Part  of  them,  but  not  to  the  full  extent. 

Representative  Smith.  Did  the  State  fail  to  help  the  local  govern¬ 
ment  take  care  of  that  program? 

Senator  Hartke.  Oh  no;  they  let  the  township  trustee  take  cure 
of  those  problems  and  he  is  the  administrator  of  the  court.  That 
may  be  all  right  except  again  you  have  this  problem  of  trying  to  solve 
a  problem  which  is  not  particularly  local  in  scope,  in  which  it  requires 
more  ability  than  the  local  people  could  give.  And  it  is  not  any 
reflection  on  the  local  people,  it  is  just  frankly  a  truth  or  recognition 
that  there  are  some  things  which  defy  just  individual  groups  to  solve. 

For  example,  I  do  not  think  we  would  have  had  some  of  the  medical 
discoveries  we  had  if  we  counted  on  only  our  local  doctors  to  have 


provided  the  relief.  .  „ 

Representative  Smith.  But  of  course  m  this  held  ot  ADL  you 
found  that  the  mother  who  had  a  fatherless  family  who  lived  m  the 
country,  she  moved  to  the  city  and  it  was  there  that  she  needed  the 
help,  and  she  could  not  unless  you  had  an  ADC  program  get  any 
help  from  the  county  and  the  Nation  as  a  whole? 

Senator  Hartke.  That  is  right. 

Representative  Smith.  That  is  all. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Hartke.  I  thank  you  for  giving  me  a  chance  to  appear  and 
for  holding  up  and  waiting  for  me. 

Senator  Muskie.  At  this  point  in  the  record,  at  the  request  of 
Senator  Williams,  we  will  place  the  statement  by  Senator  Williams 
on  this  subject. 
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(The  statement  of  Senator  Harrison  A.  Williams,  Jr.,  is  as  follows :) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Harrison  A.  Williams,  Jr.,  a  U.S.  Senator  From  tile  State 

of  New  Jersey 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  House  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcom¬ 
mittee  and  the  Senate  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  I  appreciate  this 
opportunity  to  give  my  views  on  S.  2026.  I  am  one  of  the  cosponsors  of  this 
bill,  which  was  introduced  by  Senator  Muskie  of  Maine  on  May  26.  The  bill  is 
identical  with  H.R.  6094  and  H.R.  6905. 

My  statement  shall  be  brief.  I  believe  wholeheartedly  that  the  bills  will 
accomplish  at  least  part  of  a  difficult  task.  A  permanent  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  would,  I  believe,  help  us  to  understand  what 
is  happening  to  our  levels  of  government  from  the  small  towns  up  to  our  Con¬ 
gress,  where  legislators  are  called  upon  so  often  to  discuss  problems  calling  for 
billions  of  dollars  in  expenditures  affecting  our  States,  counties,  and  munici¬ 
palities. 

I  fully  agree  with  the  statements  made  by  the  30th  report  of  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  in  August  195S.  A  few  paragraphs  from  page  39  sum 
up  the  need  for  permanent  coordinating  machinery : 

“The  need  for  continuing  attention  to  the  problems  of  intergovernmental  re¬ 
lationships  has  been  widely  recognized.  The  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  recommended,  in  1955,  the  appointment  of  a  special  assistant  in  the 
Executive  Office  of  the  President  to  serve  with  a  small  staff  as  the  President’s 
chief  aid  and  adviser  on  State  and  local  relationships.  However,  six  members 
of  the  Commission  expressed  doubt  that  this  would  answer  the  need  for  an 
effective  coordinating  center  and  suggested,  instead,  the  establishment  of  a  more 
formal  permanent  agency — a  small  board,  council,  or  commission — that  would 
carry  on  continuing  investigations  on  its  own  initiative.  The  Commission  also 
envisaged  the  functioning  of  an  advisory  board  to  aid  the  special  assistant. 

“The  first  Hoover  Commission  proposed  the  establishment  of  a  continuing 
agency  on  Federal-State  relations  with  primary  responsibility  for  study,  in¬ 
formation,  and  guidance  in  this  field.  The  Commission  recommended  that  ‘it 
should  be  an  agency  which,  on  a  continuing  basis,  would  appraise  our  public 
needs,  our  resources,  and  ways  and  means  for  adjusting  the  one  to  the  other 
in  the  interest  of  the  American  people.’ 

“In  the  course  of  its  hearings,  the  subcommittee  has  received  much  testimony 
pointing  to  a  need  for  permanent  organizational  arrangements  to  help  improve 
relationships  between  the  levels  of  government.  While  a  number  of  differing 
mechanisms  were  suggested,  there  was  substantial  agreement  on  the  need  for 
continuing  official  attention  to  the  functioning  of  our  Federal  system. 

“The  subcommittee  believes  there  is  merit  in  this  idea.  Occasional  studies  and 
ad  hoc  committees,  however  useful,  are  not  an  effective  substitute  for  the  con¬ 
tinuous  review  of  intergovernmental  programs  and  problems  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  Federal  system  as  a  whole.” 

To  these  arguments  I  would  like  to  add  a  few  additional  comments. 

(1)  We  are  apparently  approaching  a  time  of  great  experimentation  with 
existing  forms  of  government. 

In  Connecticut,  the  county  has  been  abolished. 

In  New  Jersey,  this  week,  the  Metropolitan  Regional  Council  met  to  decide 
whether  it  should  seek  formal  status.  It  would  become  more  than  a  group  of 
elected  officials  meeting  frequently  to  discuss  mutual  problems  in  a  22-county 
area  in  and  around  Manhattan. 

In  other  areas,  particularly  in  the  counties  or  urban  areas  around  existing 
cities,  we  have  seen  new  forms  of  government  spring  into  existence.  In  many 
sections,  citizen  groups  or  elected  officials  are  conducting  studies  which  may 
result  in  a  changed  form  of  government.  There  is  talk,  too,  of  a  new  level  of 
government  somewhere  between  the  county  and  State  level. 

All  of  these  efforts  are,  of  course,  related  to  the  rapid  growth  of  suburbs  since 
World  War  II  and  the  frequent  inability  of  the  suburban  municipalities  to  pro¬ 
vide  all  services  demanded  by  the  new  residents.  In  addition,  municipal  and 
other  public  officials  are  seeking  solutions  to  problems  which  sometimes  cross 
State  borders,  such  as :  air  and  water  pollution  control,  traffic  difficulties,  transit 
systems,  etc. 

In  other  words,  as  we  experiment  or  discuss  the  need  for  new  adjustments 
among  levels  of  government,  it  becomes  increasingly  important  that  we  have  a 
clear  understanding  of  what  is  happening  in  our  Federal-State  local  relations. 
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I  believe  that  the  proposed  Commission  will  help  ns  achieve  this  understanding. 

(2)  We  have  heard  many  criticisms  in  recent  months  of  the  federal  grant- 
in-aid  system  and  other  Federal  programs  which  have  a  direct  effect  on  State 

aDjn 'yew Jersey,  for  instance,  Governor  Meyner  and  others  have  raised  ques¬ 
tions  about  the  unemployment  compensation  program  They  have  been  par¬ 
ticularly  concerned  about  the  role  to  be  played  by  the  Federal  authorities  and 

the  role  to  be  played  by  the  States.  . 

Here  is  another  clear  argument  for  a  permanent  Advisory  Commission. 

(3)  We  have  often  heard  groups  using  statistics  about  Federal  aid  programs 
to  bolster  arguments  for  or  against  Federal  aid.  Often,  such  statements  are 
misleading  or  only  partially  true.  The  Advisory  Commission  would  be  an 
excellent  source  of  trustworthy  facts  about  the  Federal  aid  statistics. 

(4)  I  have  only  one  reservation  about  the  proposed  Commission.  Senator 
Clark  of  Pennsylvania  has  introduced  a  bill  which  would  create  a  Commission 
on  Metropolitan  Problems.  This  commission  would  hold  hearings  and  generally 
concern  itself  with  problems  affecting  urban  areas.  One  of  its  key  purposes 
would  be  to  study  possible  duplication  or  negation  of  effort  by  Federal  aid 

PrMy  point  in  mentioning  this  is  not  to  suggest  that  the  two  Commissions  cannot 
have  peaceful  coexistence.  I  believe  that  the  two  Commissions  can  give  in¬ 
dividual  attention  to  related  parts  of  a  general  program.  .  . . 

In  fact  I  would  like  to  emphasize  that  the  creation  of  one  commission  should 
not  rule  out  the  creation  of  the  other.  Both  are,  in  my  opinion,  essential. 
Again,  my  thanks  to  the  committee  for  permitting  me  to  submit  this  statement. 

Senator  Muskie.  If  there  are  no  more  witnesses,  the  committee  will 
recess  until  Friday  morning  at  10  o’clock. 

(Whereupon,  at  1 :15  p.m.,  the  committee  was  adjourned,  to  recon¬ 
vene  at  10  a.m.,  Friday,  June  19,  1959.) 


TO  ESTABLISH  AN  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 
(H.R.  6904,  H.R.  6905,  S.  2026) 


FRIDAY,  JUNE  19,  1959 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 
Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee, 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 
and  Senate  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  House  Subcommittee  and  Senate  Committee  met,  pursuant  to 
recess,  at  10  a.m.  in  the  Old  Supreme  Court  Chamber,  U.S.  Capitol, 
Representative  L.  H.  Fountain  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Fountain,  Dwyer,  and  Senator  Muskie. 

Also  Present:  Dr.  Delphis  C.  Goldberg,  professional  staff  member 
and  James  R.  Naughton,  counsel,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Sub¬ 
committee;  Dr.  Eli  E.  Nobleman,  professional  staff  member  and  Wal¬ 
ter  L.  Reynolds,  chief  clerk  and  staff  director,  Senate  Committee  on 
Government  Operations. 

Representative  Fountain.  Let  the  committee  come  to  Order. 

We  will  resume  the  taking  of  testimony  in  connection  with  H.R. 
6904,  H.R,  6905,  and  S.  2026,  identical  bills  to  establish  an  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  We  have  with  us  this 
morning  Mr.  John  Pebout,  who  is  assistant  director  of  the  National 
Municipal  League.  We  are  happy  to  have  you  with  us,  Mr.  Bebout. 

I  might  say  Mr.  Bebout  appeared  before  the  House  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  Subcommittee  in  February  1958,  when  we  were 
dealing  generally  with  the  subject  of  Federal-State-local  relations. 
You  may  proceed,  Mr.  Bebout. 

Representative  Dwyer.  Mr.  Chairman,  before  he  proceeds,  may 
I  say  for  the  record  that  Mr.  Bebout  is  from  my  home  State  of  New 
Jersey  and  I  have  known  him  for  doing  outstanding  work  for  the 
State  of  New  Jersey  in  revision  of  the  constitution  and  for  State 
government,  and  it  is  a  real  pleasure  to  have  him  before  this  com¬ 
mittee  this  morning. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  BEBOUT,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  NATIONAL 

MUNICIPAL  LEAGUE 

Mr.  Bebout.  Thank  you.  As  we  were  reminiscing  here  a  few 
moments  ago  we  were  recalling  a  set  of  circumstances  which  I  sup¬ 
pose  may  partly  explain  the  fact  that  we  are  both  here  this  morning. 
I  refer  to  the  fact  that  we  worked  together,  along  with  many  other 
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citizens  of  our  State,  in  trying  to  strengthen  our  own  State  govern¬ 
ment  by  modernizing  a  very  old  and  unsatisfactory  State  constitu¬ 
tion,  something  which  we  finally  suceeded  in  doing,  rather  more  suc¬ 
cessfully  than  almost  any  other  State  in  the  Union,  I  think,  in  recent 
years. 

Senator  Muskie.  Would  you  not  like  to  be  seated,  M.  Bebout? 

Mr.  Bebout.  All  right ;  thank  you. 

As  I  explained  when  I  was  here  before,  the  National  Municipal 
League,  which  is  a  nonpartisan  65-year-old  citizens’  organization, 
cannot,  as  an  organization,  take  a  stand  for  or  against  specific  legisla¬ 
tion.  The  league  exists  to  help  citizens  and  officials  improve  the 
organization  and  processes  of  government  through  research,  educa¬ 
tion,  and  consultation.  Its  primary  areas  of  concentration  are  State 
and  local  goveniment  and  grassroots  citizen  organization  and  par¬ 
ticipation. 

However,  its  concern  with  these  matters  is  that  these  aspects  of  our 
system,  that  is,  the  State  and  local  and  civic  aspects  of  our  system, 
should  function  in  such  a  manner  as  to  contribute  to  a  healthy  and 
vigorous  Nation  in  wh’ch  individual  freedom  and  democracy  may 
flourish  and  make  maximum  contribution  to  the  general  welfare. 
Consequently  the  league  has  long  been  interested  in  any  serious  efforts 
to  improve  the  overall  operation  of  our  Federal  system  and  to  promote 
a  sound  allocation  of  responsibilities  and  effective  working  relation- 
shins  among  the  National,  State,  and  local  governments. 

Therefore,  we  are  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  proposal  which  you  now  have  under  consideration  for  a  permanent 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  I  have  read 
this  part  because  I  wanted  to  be  very  clear  on  the  record  as  to  what 
the  position  of  the  league  is  with  respect  to  pending  legislation. 

If  I  express  what  may  seem  like  more  definition  opinions  on  this  bill, 
they  can  be  attributed  to  me  personally,  perhaps,  rather  than  to  the 
league. 

As  some  of  you  will  recall,  in  the  prepared  statement  that  I  pre¬ 
sented  to  this  committee  when  I  was  here  before,  this  observation  was 
made: 

The  league  is  in  general  accord  with  the  proposals  of  the  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  for  the  establishment  of  a  permanent  center  for 
overall  attention  to  the  problems  of  interlevel  relationships  as  a  staff  agency  in 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  for  associating  with  that  center  an 
advisory  board  on  intergovernmental  relations  representative  of  the  various 
levels  of  government  and  for  the  development  of  other  permanent  institutional 
arrangements  for  consideration  of  these  relationships  in  the  Congress,  at  the 
departmental  level,  and  in  State  and  local  governments. 

This  statement  of  the  league’s  general  interest  in  this  sort  of  enter¬ 
prise  would  clearly  put  the  league,  as  a  matter  of  principle,  on  record 
as  being  generally  sympathetic,  at  least,  with  the  objectives  of  this 
bill. 

Now,  I  am  going  to  try  to  be  quite  brief,  with  the  idea  that  you  may 
want  to  ask  me  some  questions. 

I  was  interested  in  looking  over  this  30th  report  of  your  committee 
which  I  think  is  an  excellent  report.  In  the  short  chronology  you 
have  shown  some  of  the  principal  dates  at  which  progress  has  been 
made  in  paying  attention  to  the  intergovernmental  aspects  of  our 
system.  I  am  sure  it  struck  you  as  it  did  me  that  this  chronology 
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starts  quite  late,  in  fact  1908,  with  the  first  call  for  the  Governors 
Conference,  and  that  the  next  date  was  1933,  which  indicates  that  any¬ 
thing  like  concentrated  systematic  and  continuous  attention  to  the 
problem  of  rationalizing  and  improving  the  intergovernmental  as¬ 
pects  of  our  system  is  something  of  quite  recent  development. 

Consequently,  if  we  do  not  either  by  this  bill  or  some  other  action 
in  the  next  year  or  so  finally  resolve  these  problems  to  everybody’s 
satisfaction,  we  should  recognize  that  we  are  in  fact  just  beginning 
to  give  that  kind  of  attention  to  what  is  perhaps  the  most  charac¬ 
teristic  feature  of  our  system,  the  Federal  feature,  in  terms  of  setting 
up  institutional  arrangements  for  adjusting  it  and  its  operation  to, 
changing  conditions. 

This  sort  of  thing  is  a  very  recent  development,  but  I  think  we  have 
made  a  good  deal  of  progress  in  the  last  few  years.  A  few  years  ago 
almost  the  only  kind  of  talk  you  heard  about  this  subject  of  Federal- 
State-local  relations  might  be  put  under  the  heading  of  “viewing  with 
alarm”  the  tendency  towards  centralization  in  Washington.  Then 
what  were  we  going  to  do  about  it?  The  first  solution  was  what  I 
call  the  solution  of  incantation.  We  make  pious  statements  to  the 
effect  that  we  are  going  to  stop  this  centralization  and  bring  govern¬ 
ment  back  to  the  people  at  home.  But  incantation  does  not  solve  these 
problems,  either.  The  first  systematic  study  of  the  system  as  a  whole 
in  its  intergovernmental  aspects  was  the  study  by  the  Kestnbaum 
Commission.  Happily  your  committee  has,  I  think,  been  doing  a 
very  important  job  of  continuing  that  study. 

Now,  we  are  just  beginning  to  reach  the  stage  of  what  I  call  con¬ 
structive  and  positive  action. 

This  bill,  it  seems  to  me,  represents  very  real  progress  both  in 
thought  and  in  the  direction  of  constructive  action.  When  I  was 
here  before  I  commented  on  the  Federal-State  Action  Committee 
which  had  not  long  before  been  established.  I  said  I  thought  that 
was  in  the  path  of  progress  but  it  seemed  to  me  to  be  defective,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  that  it  did  not  provide  for  recognition  of  the  local  elements 
in  our  system.  In  this  day  and  age  you  simply  cannot  treat  them  as 
mere  wards  of  the  States  in  any  continuing  institutional  attempt  to 
improve  intergovernmental  cooperation  and  relations. 

This  bill,  then,  corrects  that  deficiency. 

Also,  it  seemed  to  me  that  the  concept  of  that  committee  was  de¬ 
fective  in  that  it  put  too  much  emphasis  on  the  idea  that  we  could 
just  turn  programs  back  to  the  States,  maybe  by  matching  the  pro¬ 
grams  turned  back  with  tax  sources,  and  thus  reduce  centralization. 
I  am  pleased  that  this  bill  takes  a  more  comprehensive  and  positive 
approach  to  the  whole  subject  of  intergovernmental  relations  in  recog¬ 
nizing  that  it  must  be  a  matter  of  continuous  adjustment  and  that 
there  is  a  good  deal  more  to  it  than  turning  things  back  to  the  States. 

Finally,  the  fact  that  it  is  established  with  a  view  to  being  perma¬ 
nent,  recognizing  that  this  is  not  a  one-shot  proposition  and  that  you 
cannot  solve  this  problem  or  deal  with  it  by  ad  hoc  devices. 

Now,  what  are  the  conditions  for  long-range  successes?  Well,  ob¬ 
viously  there  has  got  to  be  a  conviction  on  the  part  of  all  concerned 
that  this  is  important,  an  earnestness  about  it  and  a  willingness  on  the 
part  of  National,  State,  and  local  governments,  both  on  the  policy¬ 
making  side  and  on  the  departmental  side  to  cooperate  and  to  work 
out  these  problems  mutually. 
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It  must  be  a  continuous  effort,  as  I  have  suggested  before.  And  it 
must  also  be  based  upon  a  continuous  flow  of  the  necessary  informa¬ 
tion,  some  of  which  must  be  supplied  by  intensive  research  for  proper 
underpinning  of  the  development  of  programs  and  policy. 

Finally,  I  think  we  have  got  to  recognize  that  this  is  still  in  the  ex¬ 
perimental  stage  and  that  any  particular  arrangement  that  may  be 
devised  now,  more  or  less  in  a  vacuum  in  the  sense  that  we  have  had 
no  Ion o-- range  experience  with  it,  must  be  treated  as  experimental  and 
we  must  be  ready  to  adjust  it,  the  details  of  it,  as  experience  and 
changing  conditions  dictate.  I  do  have  some  questions,  frankly, 
about  the  particular  method  of  setting  up  this  Commission,  its  size, 
and  the  method  of  appointment,  which  I  suspect  may  not  in  the  long 
run  prove  as  successful  as  you  might  hope.  I  would  trust  that  if  these 
arrangements  do  not  prove  altogether  satisfactory,  we  would  be  ready 
to  make  the  necessary  adjustments,  without  assuming  that  the  whole 
objective  was  not  worthwhile. 

If  anybody  has  any  questions  on  this  or  any  other  aspect  of  what  I 
have  said,  I  would  be'very  glad  to  try  to  answer  them. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Bebout.  I 
was  very  much  impressed  with  your  testimony  before  our  subcommit¬ 
tee  back  in  1958  and  especially  with  the  fact  that  yours  is  an  objective 
service  organization  designed  to  encourage  improvements  in  govern¬ 
ment  organization  and  processes.  We  already  have  many  organiza¬ 
tions  which  take  positive  positions  on  public  issues,  and  I  think  it  is 
good  also  to  have  organizations  such  as  yours  which  make  available 
to  citizen  groups  and  to  State  and  local  governments  the  benefit  of 
your  research  and  studies. 

I  would  like  to  add  that  while  those  of  us  who  have  introduced  the 
bill  have  given  it  a  great  deal  of  thought,  its  provisions  are  in  no  way 
fixed.  It  was  the  best  bill  which  we  could  come  forward  with.  How¬ 
ever,  any  suggestions  which  we  may  get  from  you  and  others  who 
testify  will  certainly  be  helpful  to  us  in  making  the  final  decision  as 
to  the  content  of  the  legislation. 

I  would  like  to  ask  you  this  question:  Do  you  think  the  size  of  the 
Commission  contemplated  by  this  legislation  is  too  large  or  too  small? 

Mr.  Bebout.  I  think  it  is  a  little  large.  I  think  I  would  have  more 
confidence  that  it  would  be  a  working  Commission — I  think  it  is  im¬ 
portant  that  it  be  a  working  Commission  and  all  the  members  feel  a 
commitment  which  makes  them  feel  they  ought  to  attend  meetings  and 
actually  do  some  work — if  it  were  somewhat  smaller,  perhaps  around 
15.  I  realize  the  problem  of  getting  a  representative  body,  represent¬ 
ing  all  levels  of  government,  both  parties,  and  the  various  parts  of 
this  vast  country  in  a  small  number.  This  may  be  an  insoluble  prob¬ 
lem,  but  I  would  be  a  little  more  hopeful  if  it  could  be  a  little  smaller. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  think  all  of  us  would  prefer  a  smaller 
Commission,  but  we  were  confronted  with  the  practical  problem  of 
determining  how  best  to  get  appropriate  and  fair  representation  on 
the  part  of  all  levels  of  government.  You  will  note  that  the  bill  has 
12  representatives  from  the  Federal  level  and  12  from  the  State  and 
local  levels.  Right  now  the  counties,  who  have  one  representative, 
are  very  concerned  that  they  do  not  have  more  proposed  in  this 
legislation. 

What  is  your  opinion,  generally,  about  the  composition  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  as  proposed  in  these  bills  ? 
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Mr.  Bebout.  I  think  it  is  based  on  the  correct  principles,  that  is  of 
representation,  as  I  said  before,  of  all  three  major  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment,  including  counties.  I  think  counties  should  be  represented,  as 
such,  and  both  the  executive  and  legislative  branches. 

I  am  a  little  doubtful,  frankly,  about  asking  these  organizations— 
the  Council  of  State  Governments,  American  Municipal  Association, 
Conference  of  Mayors — to  make  official  nominations.  I  cannot  speak 
for  them  and  I  have  not  talked  with  any  of  their  representatives. 

I  have  a  feeling  this  may  prove  to  be  a  somewhat  embarrassing 
responsibility  sometimes.  I  think,  if  I  were  in  their  place,  I  would 
prefer  to  have  it  written  in  the  bill  that  the  appointing  authorities 
should  consult  with  these  organizations  and  get  suggestions,  but  not 
let  the  organizations  themselves  have  this  official  duty  imposed  upon 

them  by  statute.  .  ...  .  .  , 

I  am  a  little  inclined  to  think  that  the  appointing  authorities  might 
be  able  to  achieve  a  more  representative  result  with  a  smaller  number 
of  appointments  if  they  were  not  confined  to  accepting  X  number 
of  people  nominated  by  such-an-such  a  body  because  sometimes  you 
can  appoint  a  man  who  may  be  a  Governor  and  a  former  county  com¬ 
missioner,  for  example,  from  a  rural  part  of  the  country.  Well,  in  a 
sense,  then,  he  represents  three  kinds  of  interests  that  you  want  repre¬ 
sented  all  in  one. 

Representative  Fountain.  There  again  we  had  the  problem  ot  try¬ 
ing  to  see  that  those  who  are  familiar  with  the  affairs  of  the  various 
types  of  municipalities  in  the  country  are  represented.  We  could 
appreciate  that  a  large  metropolitan  community  might  not  be  satisfied 
if  the  city  member  came  from  one  of  the  smaller  towns,  and  vice  versa, 
because  of  a  lack  of  understanding  of  each  other’s  problems.  For  that 
reason  we  finally  decided  on  four  members  from  municipalities. 

I  believe  we  have  a  population  limitation  in  the  bill. 

Dr.  Goldberg.  Yes.  Not  more  than  two  of  the  four  mayors  can  be 
chosen  from  cities  of  500,000  or  more  population,  so  as  not  to  have  the 
Commission  biased  in  the  direction  of  the  large  metropolitan  centers. 

Mr.  Bebout.  Yes.  ... 

Dr.  Goldberg.  If  I  may  point  out  another  consideration  that  en¬ 
tered  into  Mr.  Fountain’s  decision  to  draft  the  bill  in  this  fashion, 
it  was  the  thought  that  we  must  have  a  large  number  of  members 
both  in  order  to  tie  the  various  levels  and  branches  of  government 
into  the  picture  and  to  assure  a  sufficient  number  of  active  working 
members.  All  of  these  people  will  be  busy,  necessarily,  with  other 
public  duties,  with  their  regular  employment.  Consequently,  none 
of  them  can  be  expected  to  give  a  large  amount  of  time  to  the  work 

of  the  Commission.  . 

I  think  the  expectation  in  working  with  a  group  this  large  is  that 
there  will  be  a  kind  of  rotating  participation,  so  that  when  one  gioup 
of  members  are  busy  with  other  duties,  others  will  be  available  foi 
Commission  business.  What  is  your  reaction  to  that  approach,  Mr. 

Bebout?  .  .  .  ,  . 

Mr.  Bebout.  Well,  I  think  that  is  an  interesting  thought  and  con¬ 
ceivably  might  work  out.  As  I  said  before,  we  do  not  have  much  ex¬ 
perience  with  this  thing  and  I  think  any  of  us  ought  to  be  pietty 
modest  about  criticizing  a  particular  proposal  which  has  good  reason 
behind  it.  So,  my  plea  primarily  was  that  whatever  the  final  form 
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of  this  thing  when  it  is  enacted  may  be,  that  it  be  recognized  as  tenta¬ 
tive-experimental,  and  that  we  be  ready  to  consider  openmindedly 
the  situation  after  more  experience. 

Personally,  I  have  more  confidence  in  smaller  bodies  in  which  you 
can  expect  each  member  to  assume  continuous  responsibility,  even 
though  it  demands  more  time  from  them.  But  I  recognize  the  good 
sense  in  the  point  you  have  just  made. 

Dr.  Goldberg.  I  think  it  depends,  does  it  not,  on  who  the  members 
are  and  how  much  devotion  they  will  have  to  the  task? 

You  and  I  are  familiar  with  the  working  of  the  Kestnbaum  Com¬ 
mission.  The  membership  of  that  body  was  approximately  the  same 
size  as  the  membership  contemplated  here,  but  there  were  five  or  six 
members  who  contributed  much  more  time  and  energy  than  did  the 
rest.  If  one  could  be  sure  that  the  Commission  would  have  those  five 
or  six  individuals  at  the  same  time,  and  that  they  reflected  the  varying 
viewpoints  that  these  bills  attempt  to  draw  into  the  picture,  then  we 
would  be  in  good  shape. 

Mr.  Bkbout.  That  is  right. 

Dr.  Goldberg.  But  if  we  did  not  get  these  active  individuals,  we 
would  be  confronted  with  the  deficiencies  rather  than  the  advantages 
of  a  small  group. 

Mr.  Bebout.  That  is  right. 

Whether  the  group  is  large  or  small,  we  have  to  hope  that  a  limited 
number  of  the  group  which  will  be  tolerably  representative  of  the 
whole,  will  be  persons  who  are  willing  and  able  to  devote  a  very  con¬ 
siderable  amount  of  time  to  it. 

Of  course,  also  the  effectiveness  of  the  Commission  is  going  to 
depend  to  a  considerable  extent  on  the  adequacy  and  competency  of 
its  staff. 

This  thing  cannot  be  done  without  some  staff.  I  do  not  mean  to  sug¬ 
gest  that  it  necessarily  has  to  have  a  large  staff,  particularly  if,  in 
other  branches  of  the  Government,  perhaps  in  the  Library  of  Congress 
and  elsewhere,  we  develop  a  more  nearly  adequate  source  of  continuing 
information  on  the  problems  with  which  this  Commission  will  deal. 

.  I  understand  Senator  Hartke  is  interested  in  a  bill  to  develop  this 
kind  of  service  in  the  Library  of  Congress. 

That  kind  of  plan  might  very  well  go  along  with  this  Commission 
and  greatly  facilitate  the  work  of  the  Commission  and  improve  its 
chances  of  making  a  worthwhile  record. 

Bepresentative  Fountain.  In  that  connection,  you  will  recall  that 
we  have  a  provision  in  the  bill  on  page  6  which  reads  as  follows : 

Each  department,  agency,  and  instrumentality  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government,  including  independent  agencies,  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
furnish  to  the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by  the  Chairman  or  the  Vice 
Chairman,  such  information  as  the  Commission  deems  necessary  to  carry  out 
its  functions  under  this  act. 

So  we  will  certainly  have  the  appropriate  agencies  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  assist  the  Commission  in  carrying  out  its  functions. 

I  agree  with  you  generally  in  that  I  am  ordinarily  opposed  to  large 
commissions  for  the  reason  that  many  of  the  members  assume  that 
someone  else  is  going  to  do  the  work  and  for  that  reason  do  not 
show  up.  But  where  we  are  trying  to  get  representation  from  vari¬ 
ous  segments  of  the  Federal  Government  and  also  from  local  and 
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-State  governments,  it  is  awfully  hard  to  reduce  it  to  a  small  body 
that  will  answer  all  of  the  practical  requirements,  including  that  of 
facilitating  action  by  the  Congress. 

You  will  note  also  that  12  members  of  the  Commission,  as  proposed 
in  this  bill,  shall  constitute  a  quorum,  but  that  two  or  more  members 
shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  hearings 

Mrs.  Dwyer. 

Representative  Dwyer.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  several 
questions.  You  are  familiar  with  the  State  legislatures,  I  know.  I 
know  you  are  familiar  that  we  have  a  committee  called  the  Federal- 
State  Relations  Committee.  In  my  experience  in  the  legislature,  I  do 
not  think  they  have  ever  functioned  actually.  I  particularly  was 
shocked  in  this  tour  throughout  the  country  to  find  that  State  legis¬ 
latures  were  so  uninformed  as  to  the  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
which  were  being  enacted  into  law. 

My  first  question  then  to  you  is  do  you  feel  in  setting  up  such  a 
commission  that  a  Federal-State  relations  committee  of  the  legisla¬ 
tures  would  take  advantage  of  such  a  commission  in  asking  for 
information  and  seeking  knowledge  and  becoming  better  informed  as 
to  what  the  Federal  Government  was  doing. 

Mr.  Bebotjt.  I  think  it  is  quite  possible.  I  think  one  of  the  reasons 
for  the  condition  that  shocked  you  is  the  fact  that  in  State  legislatures 
it  is  often  very  hard  for  the  members  who  are  elected  for  short  terms 
and  who  cannot  devote  too  much  time  to  it,  to  get  the  kind  of  informa¬ 
tion  that  gives  the  conviction  that  they  need  in  order  to  be  hard  work¬ 
ing  on  a  problem  of  this  sort. 

So  I  think  that  this  Commission,  with  the  assistance  of  the  Library 
of  Congress  and  other  agencies,  could  very  well  give  State  legislatures 
und  legislative  committees  the  kind  of  information  that  is  lacking 
now  and  it  will  give  them  more  of  a  sense  of  confidence  and  therefore 
make  them  more  effective.  This  would  be  one  of  the  hopes  I  have 
for  this  sort  of  operation  . 

Representative  Dwyer.  How  do  you  think  they  would  coordinate 
their  program  with  the  Advisory  Commission  ? 

Mr.  Bebotjt.  I  would  suppose  that  you  would  establish  direct  rela¬ 
tionships  between  staffs,  between  the  staff  and  this  Commission  and 
legislative  staffs  and  individual  members,  of  course,  of  the  legislature, 
as  well  as  through  representatives  on  the  Commission. 

After  all,  most  State  legislatures  will  have  no  specific  representa¬ 
tive  on  this  Commission.  The  country  is  too  big  for  that.  You  would 
have  to  make  the  Commission  as  big  as  the  Congress,  almost,  to  achieve 
that.  So  I  think  most  of  the  contacts  of  the  sort  you  are  talking  about 
will  probably  have  to  be  at  the  staff  level. 

Representative  Dwyer.  Thank  you.  That  is  all. 

Representative  Fountain.  Someone  lias  suggested  that  it  might  be 
just  as  well  if  the  President  were  to  appoint  such  a  commission  on  a 

voluntary  basis  without  the  authority  of  law. 

What  is  your  opinion  as  to  whether  a  commission  authorized  by 
statute  is  more  preferable  or  less  preferable  to  one  that  is  established 
exclusively  by  the  President  on  a  voluntary  basis? 

Mr.  Bebout.  I  think  it  is  preferable  to  authorize  it  by  statute.  It 
gives  it  more  standing,  more  prestige,  and  assumes  a  commitment  by  the 
Congress  which  I  think  is  just  as  important  as  the  commitment  by  the 
President. 
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Dr.  Nobleman.  Mr.  Bebout,  I  assume  you  have  had  an  opportunity 
to  look  through  the  various  provisions  of  the  bill  ? 

Mr.  Bebout.  Yes. 

Dr.  Nobleman.  I  wondered  what  you  thought  of  the  areas  of  study 
which  are  set  forth  in  section  2?  Do  you  think  they  are  sufficiently 
broad  and  comprehensive  ? 

Mr.  Bebout.  I  think  so.  Of  course  they  are  intentionally  stated  in 
rather  general  terms  which  I  thought  was  a  good  thing.  And  I  was 
pleased  that  there  was  not  the  special  emphasis  or  the  almost  exclu¬ 
sive  emphasis  that  there  has  been  in  some  previous  bills  or  measures 
on  the  grant-in-aid  programs  and  on  the  idea  of  seeing  if  you  could 
not  shift  the  responsibilities  back  to  the  States.  I  like  the  compre¬ 
hensive  way  in  which  they  are  stated. 

Dr.  Nobleman.  Do  you  feel  that  perhaps  it  is  limited  too  much  to 
grants  and  does  not  place  enough  emphasis  on  other  areas  of  Federal- 
State  relations,  or  do  you  feel  it  should  be  limited  to  the  grants  ? 

Mr.  Bebout.  No ;  it  does  not  seem  to  me  you  have  limited  it  here  and 
I  do  not  think  it  should  be  limited.  In  other  words,  I  like  this  state¬ 
ment. 

Dr.  Nobleman.  Concerning  the  membership,  do  you  feel  there 
should  be  a  larger  proportion  of  county  representatives  ? 

Mr.  Bebout.  I  do  not  think  so,  necessarily.  Of  course,  obviously 
there  being — what  is  it? — 3,000-odd  comities  in  the  United  States,  one 
county  commissioner  from  either  a  rural  or  an  urban  county  is  not  go¬ 
ing  to  be  able  to  represent  the  variety  of  county  governments’  point 
of  view.  If  you  had  10  county  commissioners  you  could  not  achieve 
that,  either.  As  I  said  before,  though,  I  think  many  of  your  repre¬ 
sentatives  may  do  double  duty.  You  might  very  well  have  a  Governor 
who  is  a  former  county  commissioner  and  very  much  interested  in 
county  government,  or  you  might  have  a  mayor  who  also  has  been  on  a 
county  commission,  particularly  in  an  urban  community  like  the 
Detroit- W ayne  County  area,  for  example. 

I  think  you  cannot  achieve  perfect  or  proportionate  representation  of 
all  the  interests  that  you  want.  So,  I  am  not  too  much  concerned  about 
the  number  of  people  who  are  tagged  as  county  people,  city  people,  or 
State  legislative  representatives.  I  would  hope  that  the  appointing 
authorities  would  actually  get  together  with  a  view  to  balancing  this 
out  as  best  they  could  within  the  limits  of  the  Commission. 

Dr.  Nobleman.  One  further  question,  Mr.  Chairman.  Do  you  feel 
the  Federal  Government  should  bear  the  entire  cost  of  this  operation  or 
should  there  be  some  sort  of  State  contribution  to  this  program  ? 

Mr.  Bebout.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  Federal  Government 
might  as  well  finance  this  thing.  The  amount  of  money  involved  is 
not  very  great  and  I  do  not  think  that  it  would  be  worth  the  machin¬ 
ery  involved  to  try  to  get  specifically  ear-marked  State  contributions 
to  it,  I  he  success  of  the  enterprise  is  going  to  depend  upon  the 
desire  of  the  Federal  Government  and  the  State  governments,  them¬ 
selves,  to  cooperate.  And  I  think  that  their  contribution  should  be 
in  those  terms  rather  than  in  the  rather  token  fiscal  contribution  that 
would  be  involved  if  you  tried  to  make  this  jointly  supported. 

Dr.  Nobleman.  Thank  you. 

Representative  Fountain.  Any  other  questions? 

Dr.  Goldberg? 
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Ur.  Goldberg.  Mr.  Bebout,  is  it  your  feeling  that  the  same  repre¬ 
sentativeness  of  the  Commission  in  relation  to  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ment  would  be  achieved  if  appointments  were  made  directly  by  the 
President  at  his  own  discretion  rather  than  from  panels  submitted  to 
the  President  by  the  State  and  local  organizations? 

Mr.  Bebout.  Over  the  long  run,  I  would  be  inclined  to  think  so, 
myself. 

Sometimes  it  might  not  happen  that  way.  On  the  other  hand,  you 
'nave  to  recognize  the  fact  that  these  groups  themselves,  when  they 
make  nominations  are  going  to  be  subject  to  experimental  pressures 
of  their  own  and  they  may  not  always  present  the  President  with  a 
truly  representative  slate.  It  may  be  that  one  of  these  organizations 
with  the  best  intentions  in  the  world,  will  use  their  nominations  to 
this  commission  to  balance  out  their  total  slate  of  officers. 

And,  furthermore,  since  each  one  of  these  organizations  is  going  to 
make  a  certain  number  of  nominations  and  the  President  has  to  ap¬ 
point  from  those  recommendations,  he  may  be  less  able  to  make  what 
I  call  double  or  triple  duty  appointments  as  a  result  of  this  process. 

I  think  you  may  have  an  excessive  amount  of  machinery  and  of 
specifications  here  which  may  actually  help  to  defeat  the  representa¬ 
tive  result  that,  you  want. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  might  say  the  problems  you  raise  are 
problems  which  have  confronted  us. 

Mr.  Bebout.  I  am  sure  they  are. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  am  frank  to  say  that  we  are  not  con¬ 
vinced  that  we  have  answered  them  completely  in  this  bill  because  we 
realize  these  possibilities.  And,  of  course,  the  complexion  of  the 
Commission  will  be  determined  to  a  large  extent,  and  the  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  the  Commission  too,  by  the  interest  of  the  persons  ap¬ 
pointed.  And  that  is  something  we  cannot  tell  much  about  until  they 
are  appointed. 

I  very  deliberately  omitted  trying  to  be  specific  as  to  just  what  the 
Commission  ought,  to  do.  I  used  general  language  purposely  because 
I  think,  if  we  tie  their  hands,  then  the  Commission  well  may  be 
handicapped. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  coming,  and  I  would  like  to  say  that  if  you 
have  any  further  suggestions  you  care  to  make  after  further  study 
of  these'  bills,  the  committee  will  appreciate  receiving  them  and  will 
make  them  a  part  of  the  record.  We  want  to  get  the  best  piece  of 
legislation  we  can  to  accomplish  the  purposes  which  I  think  all  of  us 

have  in  mind.  . 

Mr.  Bebout.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  will  think  about  it  and 
we  may  send  a  supplementary  memorandum  to  you.  If  you  have 
any  questions  that  you  think  the  league  might  be  able  to  throw  light 
on,  we  will  be  very  glad  to  hear  from  you. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  very  much. 

While  we  are  waiting  for  some  of  our  very  busy  witnesses  to  ap¬ 
pear— they  are  Members  of  Congress— I  might  make  reference  to  some 
of  the  correspondence  which  we  have  received  and  which  will  be  made 
a  part  of  the  record. 

In  response  to  our  invitation  extended  to  every  State  Governor  to 
testify  in  these  hearings,  testimony  or  communications  have  been  re¬ 
ceived  to  date  from  29  Governors.  Of  these  responses  10  favor  the 
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legislation  under  consideration  and  none  are  opposed.  In  addition, 
Governor  Williams  is  scheduled  to  appear  on  Monday  and  seven  Gov¬ 
ernors  have  indicated  their  intention  to  file  statements,  which  will  be 
made  a  part  of  the  record.  Eleven  other  Governors  have  commu¬ 
nicated  with  the  committee  but,  as  yet,  have  expressed  no  opinion  on 
this  legislation  because,  I  imagine,  they  have  not  had  an  opportunity 
to  carefully  analyze  it. 

Three  Governors  accepted  invitations  to  testify.  Gov.  Herschel 
Loveless  of  Iowa  testified  on  the  first  day  of  our  hearings,  June  16, 
in  favor  of  the  bills;  Gov.  G.  Mennen  Williams  of  Michigan  is  sched¬ 
uled  to  testify  next  Monday;  Gov.  Foster  Furcolo,  who  was  unable  to 
appear  last  Tuesday  as  scheduled,  will  submit  his  statement. 

Nine  Governors  have  submitted  statements  as  follows :  Gov.  William 
E.  Stratton  of  Illinois,  by  letter  of  June  9,  1959,  urged  favorable  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bills  before  us.  He  stated  that  the  creation  of  the 
proposed  Commission,  in  his  opinion,  is  timely  and  necessary. 

Gov.  Luther  II.  Hodges,  of  North  Carolina,  in  a  statement  sub¬ 
mitted  June  12,  recommended  favorable  action  but  indicated  a  pref¬ 
erence  for  State  sharing  of  the  Commission’s  expenses. 

Gov.  Michael  V.  Di  Salle,  of  Ohio  expressed  wholehearted  support 
for  these  bills  in  his  letter  of  June  15. 

Gov.  David  Lawrence,  of  Pennsylvania,  by  letter  of  June  3,  indicated 
that  his  State  is  generally  in  favor  of  this  legislation. 

Gov.  John  Burroughs,  of  New  Mexico,  in  a  statement  submitted 
June  5,  expressed  himself  in  favor  of  these  bills,  saying  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  Commission  would  provide  a  valuable  and  necessary  instru¬ 
ment.  Governor  Burroughs  suggested  that  if  the  Commission  could 
be  enlarged,  he  would  prefer  additional  State  legislative  representa¬ 
tion. 

Gov.  Albert  D.  Rosellini,  of  Washington,  by  letter  of  June  10,  stated 
that  this  appears  to  be  worthwhile  legislation. 

Gov.  J.  Hugo  Aronson,  of  Montana,  by  letter  of  June  10,  indi¬ 
cated  that  in  general  he  is  in  agreement  with  this  legislation,  sub¬ 
ject,  however,  to  several  qualifications  relating  to  size  and  cost  of 
the  Commission,  the  specifications  and  its  purposes,  and  the  compo¬ 
sition  of  its  membership.  I  might  add  at  this  point  that  I  too,  am 
very  much  concerned  and  will  be  concerned  about  the  cost  of  this 
Commission. 

Gov.  Harold  W.  Handley,  of  Indiana,  by  letter  of  June  9,  indicated 
his  endorsement  of  any  effort  which  will  prevent  over-centralization  in 
government. 

Gov.  S.  Ernest  Vandiver,  of  Georgia,  by  letter  of  June  15,  recom¬ 
mended  creation  of  the  Advisory  Commission,  which  he  believes  can 
be  of  vast  benefit  to  all  levels  of  government. 

Six  governors,  in  addition  to  Governor  Furcolo,  have  indicated 
their  intention  to  file  statements.  These  are  Gov.  John  Patterson,  of 
Alabama;  Gov.  Robert  T.  Stafford,  of  Vermont;  Gov.  Cecil  H.  Under¬ 
wood,  of  West  Virginia;  Gov.  J.  Millard  Tawes,  of  Maryland;  Gov. 
Robert  E.  Smylie,  of  Idaho;  and  Gov.  Orville  L.  Freeman,  of 
Minnesota. 

Eleven  of  the  Governors  communicated  with  the  committee  but 
expressed  no  opinion.  I  can  well  understand  that  these  gentlemen 
are  very  busy  and  perhaps  have  not  had  an  opportunity  as  yet  to 
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analyze  legislation.  These  are  Gov.  LeRoy  Collins,  of  Florida;  Gov. 
Grant  Sawyer,  of  Nevada;  Gov.  Paul  Fannin,  of  Arizona;  Gov.  Rob¬ 
ert  B.  Meyner,  of  New  Jersey;  Gov.  George  Docking,  of  Kansas; 
Gov.  Abraham  Ribicofi,  of  Connecticut;  Gov.  James  T.  Blair,  Jr., 
of  Missouri;  Gov.  Edmund  G.  Brown,  of  California;  Gov.  George  D. 
Clyde,  of  Utah;  Gov.  J.  Howard  Edmondson,  of  Oklahoma;  and 
Gov.  Buford  Ellington,  of  Tennessee. 

W  ritten  statements  have  also  been  received  from  the  executive  di¬ 
rector  of  the  Council  of  State  Governments,  Brevard  Crihfield ;  from 
the  general  counsel  and  manager  of  the  California  County  Super¬ 
visors  Association,  William  R.  MacDougall ;  and  from  the  following 
State  legislators :  State  Senator  Vernon  A.  Cheever,  of  Colorado,  and 
State  Senator  Elisha  T.  Barrett,  of  New  York.  In  addition,  a  state¬ 
ment  has  been  received  from  former  State  Senator  J.  C.  Eagles,  Jr., 
of  North  Carolina,  who  is  presently  serving  as  legislative  counsel  to 
Governor  Hodges. 

A  statement  has  also  been  received  from  Senator  Jacob  K.  Javits, 
of  New  York,  while  a  number  of  our  colleagues  in  both  the  House 
and  the  Senate  have  notified  us  that  they  are  preparing  statements. 
Statements  have  been  promised  also  by  several  State  legislators. 

All  of  these  statements  will  be  made  a  part  of  this  hearing  record. 

Mrs.  Dwyer,  the  ranking  minority  member  of  the  House  segment  of 
this  joint  committee,  received  a  letter  this  morning  from  Congressman 
Langen  who  is  a  member  of  the  subcommittee,  expressing  his  regret 
that  he  could  not  be  here,  I  would  like  to  read  his  letter : 

Dear  Colleague  :  The  livestock  and  Feed  Grains  Subcommittee  of  the  House 
Committee  ou  Agriculture  is  holding  hearings  this  morning  on  legislation  per¬ 
taining  to  feed  grains. 

Inasmuch  as  my  bill  H  R.  6924  pertains  to  feed  grains,  I  am  testifying  before 
the  subcommittee  this  morning  in  behalf  of  the  bill. 

Therefore,  I  will  be  unable  to  attend  the  joint  meetings  of  the  House  and 
Senate  Subcommittees  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  I  would  appreciate 
your  advising  the  committee  the  reason  for  my  absence. 

Thank  you. 

While  this  letter  was  not  necessary,  Congressman  Langen  did  this, 
I  am  sure,  because  he  is  tremendously  interested  in  this  legislation 
and  the  purposes  which  -it  is  designed  to  accomplish. 

Pending  the  arrival  of  two  witnesses,  Congressman  Ostertag  and 
Congressman  Daddario,  who  will  be  here  in  a  few  minutes,  we  will 
take  a  short  recess. 

(The  committee  was  in  recess  briefly.) 

Representative  Fountain.  Our  next  witness  is  Congressman  Emilio 
Q.  Daddario  from  the  State  of  Connecticut.  I  might  say  that  Con¬ 
gressman  Daddario’s  predecessor,  who  happened  to  be  of  another 
party,  was  an  able  member  of  this  subcommittee  during  the  last 
Congress. 

We  are  very  happy  to  have  you  with  us,  Congressman.  We  ap¬ 
preciate  you  taking  time  from  your  busy  schedule  to  come  over  and 
give  us  the  benefit  of  your  thinking  in  connection  with  these  bills 
which  have  been  introduced  to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  EMILIO  ft.  DADDARIO,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CONNECTICUT 

Representative  Daddario.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  appreciative  of  the 
opportunity  of  speaking  to  this  committee.  It  is  a  subject  in  which 
I  have  had  an  interest  for  some  period  of  time,  dating  back  to  the 
days  when  I  was  mayor  of  the  city  of  Middletown,  Conn.  We  ran 
then  into  many  problems  which  advisory  commissions  had  to  look  into 
at  local  levels.  You  can  always  draw  an  analogy  between  local  prob¬ 
lems  and  the  greater  problems  of  Federal  and  State  cooperation. 
Because  of  my  interest  in  these  problems  I  welcome  the  opportunity 
to  participate  before  this  particular  committee. 

I  have  a  prepared  statement. 

I  wholeheartedly  support  the  principle  of  a  continuing  review  of 
intergovernmental  relations.  The  information  developed  D}7  both  the 
Kestnbaum  Commission  and  the  Fountain  subcommittee  has  shown 
areas  of  constantly  changing  governmental  patterns  and  needs.  Only 
if  Congi’ess  has  a  good  flow  of  information  and  timely  access  to  the 
facts  can  it  act  promptly  on  emerging  situations. 

I  have  mentioned  two  studies  at  the  Federal  level  of  great  impor¬ 
tance.  It  would  be  well  to  note  also  the  increasing  attention  scholars 
are  paying  to  the  metropolitan  problem.  The  studies  of  the  New 
York  metropolitan  region,  the  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology, 
Harvard,  and  the  Committee  for  Economic  Development  on  area 
development  have  all  highlighted  the  difficult  and  pressing  nature  of 
the  urban  growth  experienced  in  this  country. 

Because  man  must  deal  with  the  social  and  economic  problems  that 
beset  him  through  some  form  of  political  organization,  he  must  con¬ 
stantly  ask  himself:  Is  this  organization  the  best  for  the  purpose? 
Every  businessman  knows  the  danger  of  allowing  his  organization 
to  worship  a  system  where  correct  routine  becomes  more  important 
than  increasing  sales  and  production.  But  history  shows  that  the 
structure  of  grants-in-aid  must  be  flexible  so  that  they  will  not  become 
out  of  date  in  the  light  of  shifting  economic  facts  and  community 
growth. 

In  Connecticut,  the  General  Assembly  has  recently  completed  its 
biennial  session  and  adjourned.  Many  historic  accomplishments  were 
recorded  by  this  assembly,  but  one  in  particular  I  should  like  to  cite 
to  you  today.  It  is  the  abolition  as  of  October  1,  I960,  of  the  eight 
county  government  structures.  For  that  achievement  alone,  the  names 
of  Gov.  A.  A.  Ribicoff  and  the  members  of  the  1959  General  Assem¬ 
bly  deserve  praise. 

All  county  government  is  not,  of  course,  wrong.  I  know  that  in 
other  areas  of  the  country,  counties  are  basic  to  strong,  effective  gov¬ 
ernment  and,  indeed,  have  adjusted  splendidly  to  the  growth  of  urban 
services.  But  in  Connecticut  they  had  long  ago  outlived  their  use¬ 
fulness.  The  system  was  293  years  old  this  year.  County  functions 
had  shrunk  to  a  handful  and  the  people  had  been  long  accustomed  to 
bypassing  the  county  seat  for  action.  True,  there  was  political  use¬ 
fulness  in  the  form  of  lingering  patronage,  but  Governor  Ribicoff  and 
this  assembly  faced  up  to  the  fact  that  this  form  of  government  was 
unnecessary.  There  is  to  be  reallocation  of  revenues  paid  under  the 
old  system  to  the  towns  and  counties.  The  towns  will  not  now  be  faced 
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with  the  former  substantial  county  tax  of  approximately  $6  million. 
The  county’s  only  jobs  are  going  to  be  reapportioned  among  other 
agencies. 

This  is  a  realistic  recognition  of  20th  century  facts  of  life. 

What  is  the  principal  relationship  of  this  program  to  Federal  grants- 
in-aid  ?  It  should  caution  us  that  those  who  allocate  such  grants  must 
always  be  aware  of  shifting  community  concepts  of  organization  so 
that  the  grants  are  a  reflection  of  the  public  will.  And  such  grants 
must  not  be  allowed  to  become  forces  for  inflexibility. 

We  face  a  problem  of  recognizing,  in  honest  and  clear-headed  fash¬ 
ion,  that  there  are  metropolitan  problems  that  cannot  be  handled 
individually  or  severally  by  small  competitive  jurisdictions.  In  dis¬ 
cussing  H.R.  3610  earlier  in  this  session,  I  pointed  out  that  three 
communities  whose  water  pollution  problems  overlapped  needed  au¬ 
thority  to  share  in  grants  to  encourage  construction  of  a  necessary 
facility.  I  was  happy  to  see  that  the  bill  introduced  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  allowed  communities  to  combine. 

I  also  noted  in  the  discussion  on  the  floor  that  no  municipal  sewage 
treatment  plants  had  been  placed  under  construction  in  Connecticut 
in  1957-58  except  where  Federal  grants  were  available.  Let  us  not 
be  unrealistic  about  the  financial  problems  that  beset  local  and  State 
governments — they  need  help  in  many  areas  of  desirable  social 
progress. 

We  must  enlist  the  utmost  participation  in  these  problems  at  all 
levels.  We  in  Connecticut  have  been  fortunate  over  the  years  in  the 
character  of  citizen  participation  in  government.  The  county  gov¬ 
ernment  reform  I  have  referred  to  has  not  eliminated  continued  use 
of  advisory  and  policy  boards.  I  believe  an  Advisory  Commission 
as  contemplated  under  the  bills  would  serve  a  similarly  useful  purpose. 

It  could,  among  other  things,  be  searching  for  ways  to  make  more 
efficient  and  more  economical  the  sprawling  structure  of  government 
that  has  grown  in  this  country.  It  was  brought  to  my  attention  not. 
long  ago  that  in  one  Illinois  municipality  of  8,500  population  located 
in  the  Chicago  metropolitan  area,  there  were  15  local  governments 
within  the  city  limits.  These  were:  One  municipal  government.,  four 
elementary  school  districts,  two  high  school  districts,  one  sanitary  dis¬ 
trict,  three  townships,  two  counties,  one  mosquito  abatement  district, 
one  tuberculosis  sanatorium  district. 

Each  of  the  15  local  governments  was  an  independent  taxing  body. 
I  think  it  is  clear  that  until  services  are  organized  in  a  reasonable, 
efficient,  basis,  confusion  and  waste  are  inevitable.  We  know  that  some 
local  committees  cannot  muster  the  financial  resources  to  accomplish 
measures  that  are  socially  desirable.  Programs  that  are  necessary 
to  the  well-being  of  all  must  be  attained  through  fiscal  measures  that 
encompass  the  total  community. 

This  committee,  I  understand,  is  well  aware  of  the  increasing  com¬ 
petition  for  tax  revenues  among  the  different  levels  of  government. 
I  should  like  to  make  a  reference  to  several  problems  that  have 
recently  appeared  in  this  area  of  which  the  Advisory  Commission 
might  take  note. 

The  first  stems  from  increasing  taxation  by  States  on  nonresidents. 
This  Congress  is  currently  studying  resolutions  to  launch  a  consti¬ 
tutional  amendment  that  might  correct  the  problem.  But  Connecticut 
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has  found  taxes  imposed  on  its  citizens  to  be  a  most  difficult  burden. 
In  my  district,  many  citizens  who  work  in  the  Springfield  area  of 
Massachusetts  find  that  State  exacting  income  taxes  upon  them  of 
some  half  a  million  dollars  this  last  year. 

This  overlapping  tax  situation  causes  us  deep  concern.  Connecticut 
does  not  accept  a  solution  that  has  been  suggested  to  it,  that  by 
accepting  the  form  of  personal  income  tax  adopted  by  her  sister  States, 
she  can  secure  reciprocal  tax  credits.  Connecticut,  as  a  sovereign 
State,  considers  the  revenues  she  raises  as  her  own  business. 

But  with  the  increasing  desire  for  revenues,  States  may  find  it 
■eminently  desirable  to  tax  out-of-State  residents  more  severely  than 
their  own — through  discrimination  in  credits  on  charitable  contribu¬ 
tions,  for  instance,  or  medical  expenses,  or  life  insurance. 

Take  the  second  instance.  The  Supreme  Court  recently,  in  the 
so-called  Stockham  Valve  decision,  stated  that  States  might  tax  a 
foreign  corporation  on  income  earned  from  and  apportioned  to  busi¬ 
ness  activities  within  the  taxing  State.  This  decision  has  created  a 
great  disturbance  among  small  manufacturing  and  commercial  cor¬ 
porations  in  my  State. 

This  decision  can  be  especially  hard  on  little  companies.  Thirty- 
five  States  already  have  laws  providing  for  taxes  on  out-of-State 
companies  and  the  rest  will  not  be  far  behind.  Will  small  companies 
be  able  to  keep  all  the  required  records,  keep  track  of  the  laws,  and  file 
the  necessary  returns?  If  the  precedent  has  been  established  that 
States  may,  under  certain  circumstances,  tax  companies  engaged  ex¬ 
clusively  in  interstate  commerce,  could  not  cities  also  seek  part  of  this 
revenue  pie  ? 

Under  the  need  for  new  revenues,  the  increasing  competition  is 
going  to  encourage  muscling  among  governmental  agencies.  It  is 
bound  to  create  problems  that  must  be  examined  and  reported  to 
Congress  if  action  is  needed. 

Taking  into  consideration  the  needs  and  responsibilities  of  govern¬ 
ment  agencies,  Federal,  State,  and  local  we  must  solve  the  problem 
of  allocation  of  resources  to  do  the  job.  When  we  do,  we  can  cut  the 
costs  of  doing  business  and  remove  obstacles  to  a  better  living. 

One  illustration  might  be  the  improvement  of  industry  and  com¬ 
merce  through  better  communications  and  transportation. 

Consider  an  area  in  which  the  Federal  Government  plays  an  im¬ 
portant  role  today.  As  a  member  of  the  Science  and  Astronautics 
Committee,  I  am  keenly  aware  of  the  research  and  development  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  Nation.  We  must  have  an  adequate  effort  if  the  Nation 
is  to  keep  pace  with  modern  technology  and  with  the  competition 
from  abroad.  Research  and  development  expenditures  in  this  coun¬ 
try  have  increased  from  $5.4  billion  in  1953  to  an  estimated  $10  bil¬ 
lion  in  1957,  and  the  future  promises  more.  Now  who  is  spending 
thismonev? 

Basically,  it  is  the  Federal  Government,  in  the  interests  of  mili¬ 
tary,  health  and  agricultural  needs  of  the  country,  and  private  in¬ 
dustry  also  to  keep  pace  with  competition  and  for  the  purpose  of  profit. 
Colleges  and  universities  sponsor  some  as  the  traditional  sources  of 
basic  research,  but  they  rely  as  well  on  Federal  grants.  Grants  by 
charitable  foundations  also  enter  the  picture. 
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What  do  the  States  do  in  this  area?  They  also  have  health  needs 
and  agricultural  needs.  Expenditures  in  six  States  for  research  and 
development  in  1954  have  been  the  subject  of  a  study  by  the  National 
Science  Foundation  and  it  was  found  that  Connecticut  spent  almost 
$3  million  of  its  own  that  year,  while  California  was  spending  $32 
million  and  New  York  $18  million. 

Among  projects  undertaken  by  Connecticut  were  studies  in  agricul¬ 
ture,  public  works,  health,  welfare,  highways  and  resource  develop¬ 
ment.  The  University  of  Connecticut,  one  of  the  major  agents  in 
the  research  and  development  program,  handling  about  one-fourth  of 
the  State  funds,  also  accounts  for  a  number  of  projects  supported 
by  Federal  and  State  funds. 

I  mention  this  as  an  area  in  which,  again,  allocation  of  total  resources, 
once  they  have  been  determined,  is  important  to  efficient  manage¬ 
ment  and  perhaps  even  to  survival.  It  is  an  area  in  which  competition 
among  levels  of  government  could  work  harm.  Coordination  will 
eliminate  unnecessary  duplication  and  waste  of  funds. 

Congress  has  a  vital  role  in  the  formulation  of  public  policy  on  these 
issues.  It  can  act,  where  many  separate  local  entities  may  not  be  able 
to  do  so.  The  need  for  continuing  touch  with  these  issues  is  imperative. 

I  think  the  case  for  an  Advisory  Commission  is  clear. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you,  Congressman,  for  a  splendid 
statement.  You  have  pointed  out  several  areas  where  such  a  Com¬ 
mission  might  serve  a  very  useful  function,  particularly  with  respect  to 
taxes  and  the  competition  at  various  levels  of  government  for  taxes. 

Senator  Muskie,  before  you  came  in  Congressman  Daddario  made 
mention  of  the  fact,  that  county  government  has  been  abolished  in  his 
State.  He  said : 

In  Connecticut,  the  general  assembly  has  recently  completed  its  biennial 
session  and  adjourned.  Many  historic  accomplishments  were  recorded  by  this 
assembly,  but  one  in  particular  I  should  like  to  cite  to  you  today.  It  is  the 
abolition  as  of  October  1,  1960,  of  the  eight  county  government  structures.  For 
that  achievement  alone,  the  names  of  Gov.  A.  A.  Ribicoff  and  the  members 
of  the  1959  general  assembly  deserve  praise. 

That  is  quite  a  contrast  to  my  own  State  where  we  have  one  of  the 
strongest  systems  of  county  government  in  the  Nation.  The  counties 
are  still  very  effective  in  my  State. 

Representative  Daddario.  You  notice,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  pointed 
out  that  there  were  States  where  county  government  has  kept  pace 
with  progress  and  where  they  are  serving  a  good  and  useful  purpose. 

And  this  I  think  highlights,  too,  the  need  of  advisory  commissions 
because  it  shows  the  fluctuating  change  and  the  different  approach 
that  various  State  governments  have  had  to  their  own  particular 
problems.  There  are  off-shoots  in  all  kinds  of  directions  that  must  be 
rolled  into  one  overall  program.  The  different  approaches  to  these 
problems  can  be  taken  into  consideration  by  these  advisory 
commissions. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  think  you  covered  that  very  well.  I 
believe  that  in  the  New  England  States,  the  cities  are  really  your 
strong  governments.  Is  that  correct,  Senator  ? 

Senator  Muskie.  Yes,  especially  in  Connecticut,  which  is  really  just 
one  big  city. 

Representative  Daddario.  Well,  it  is  a  large  urban  area  but  we 
still  have  our  rural  areas,  Senator,  and  we  still  have  our  problems 
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in  that  direction,  as  you  know.  We  have  spread  away  from  the  large 
cities  both  with  residences  and  shopping  areas.  The  establishment 
of  shopping  centers  in  what  has  historically  been  our  rural  area  has 
created  a  problem.  In  Hartford,  for  example,  we  have  undertaken 
studies  to  see  whether  or  not  we  should  encompass  all  the  cities  and 
towns  in  the  large  metropolitan  district  into  one  governmental  agency. 
This  might  be  the  solution  to  some  of  the  problems  of  education,  of 
fire  and  police  protection,  and  similar  continuing  problems,  which 
beset  our  municipalities. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  have  been  reading  something  of  the  work  of 
your  General  Assembly  this  year  and  I  cannot  recall,  in  my  own 
experience,  in  my  own  reading,  of  more  far-reaching  and  extensive 
reforms,  governmental  reforms,  in  any  State  than  have  been  adopted 
by  the  General  Assembly  of  Connecticut  this  year. 

I  think  that,  the  assembly  is  to  be  congratulated  as  well  as  the 
Governor.  It.  is  really  amazing  that  they  were  able  to  do  this. 

Representative  Daddario.  It  was  more  than  amazing,  not  only  be¬ 
cause  it.  was  accomplished  but  because  it  was  accomplished  with  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  just  one  in  the  house  of  representatives  in  the  State.  The 
types  of  reforms  involved  historical  changes  in  governmental  concept 
in  Connecticut.  There  has  been  some  cry  for  many  years  for  certain 
reforms  in  the  State — county  reform  and  court  reform.  It  never 
really  seemed  as  though  it  would  reach  any  positive  conclusion.  We 
were  very  happy  this  time,  when  the  opportunity  came,  that  Governor 
Ribicoff  and  the  assembly  were  able  to  make  the  changes,  not  just  in 
one  of  these  areas,  but  all  the  way  down  the  board.  Taking  all  of  the 
facts  into  consideration,  it  was  a  wonderful  accomplishment. 

Senator  Muskie.  A  lot  of  the  work  done  was  in  this  very  area  that 
we  are  discussing,  intergovernmental  relations,  at  least  as  between  the 
State  and  local  government.  It  is  refreshing  to  see  what  can  be  done 
when  you  have  an  intelligent  and  concentrated  attention  given  to  these 
problems. 

I  was  particularly  interested  and  would  like  to  comment,  not  at 
length,  on  this  business  of  taxing  out-of-State  residents. 

It  is  a  hot  problem  in  New  England  right  now  because  of  the  new 
Massachusetts  withholding  tax.  I  think  one  of  the  really  disturbing 
results  relates  to  transient  truck  drivers.  In  Massachusetts,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  a  truck  driver  whose  residence  is  in  Maine  or  in  any  of  the 
other  New  England  States,  and  who  travels  a  route  that  passes  through 
Massachusetts  is  now  required  to  pay  an  income  tax  on  that  propor¬ 
tion  of  his  income  which  is  measured  by  the  total  mileage  he  travels 
through  Massachusetts,  as  compared  to  the  total  mileage  that  he 
travels  throughout  the  week.  I  can  just  imagine  the  plight  of  the  poor 
airlines  pilot  whose  route  goes  from  New  York  to  San  Francisco  and 
who  might  fly  over  15  or  20  of  these  income  tax  States.  So  I  think 
that  you  are  right,  that  this  is  a  problem  that  could  very  well  be  dis¬ 
cussed  by  this  Commission.  I  do  not  know  any  other  way  it  can  be 
handled.  Some  32  States  have  income  taxes,  so  it  is  impossible  to  con¬ 
template  that  they  would  support  a  constitutional  amendment  limit¬ 
ing  their  right  to  tax  nonresidents.  It  is  a  very  pressing  problem  in 
New  England,  as  well  as  in  New  York  and  New  Jersey.  T  think  Mrs. 
Dwyer  is  familiar  with  that. 
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Representative  Dwyer.  I  agree  with  you,  Senator,  and  with  the' 
Congressman  that  it  is  a  pressing  problem,  for  residents  of  New  Jersey 
as  well  as  residents  of  Connecticut. 

Representative  Fountain.  Mrs.  Dwyer? 

Representative  Dwyer.  No  questions. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  very  much  for  coming,  Con¬ 
gressman.  You  have  given  us  valuable  information.  We  appreciate 
your  contribution. 

(Supplementary  information  was  received  as  follows:) 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  21/, 

Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

Chair m an,  Intergovernmental  Relation s  S u b comm  i ttce, 

Committee  on  Government  Operations. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  You  will  recall  that  in  my  remarks  on  H.R.  (51X14  before 
the  joint,  committee  on  June  19,  I  referred  to  academic  studies  now  in  progress 
on  the  subject  of  the  explosive  metropolitan  growth  taking  place  in  this  country. 

I  had  asked  the  Legislative  Reference  Service  to  cite  some  of  the  major  stu¬ 
dies  for  me,  and  I  enclose  a  copy  of  the  list  which  I  subsequently  received. 

Additionally,  the  Committee  for  Economic  Development  has  established  an 
Area  Development  Committee  which  has  begun  such  a  program  and  published 
two  papers  already,  one  on  the  topic:  The  Changing  Economic  Function  of  the 
Central  City.  The  CED  notes  that  studies  of  metropolitan  government  began 
before  1900.  have  been  distinguished  in  the  last  30  years  by  work  of  the  National 
Municipal  League,  Victor  Jones,  and  others,  and  now  are  “at  flood  tide  with 
major  studies  going  on  or  recently  completed  in  every  large  metropolitan  region 
in  the  country.” 

Because  I  thought  this  might  be  of  interest  to  the  committee.  I  am  forwarding 
this  material  to  you. 

Sincerely, 


Emilio  Q.  Daddario,  Member  of  Congress. 


List  of  Organizations  Engaged  in  Study  of  National  Urban  Problems 

American  Council  to  Improve  Our  Neighborhoods,  New  York,  N.Y. :  Dedicated 
to  the  prevention  and  elimination  of  slums  through  comprehensive  urban  plan¬ 
ning,  publishes  technical  aids  and  case  histories  in  cooperation  with  civic  and 
business  groups. 

Brookings  Institution,  Washington,  D.C. :  Conducts  research  studies  in  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  economics  on  a  continuing  basis. 

Bureau  of  Government,  University  of  Wisconsin :  Study  with  emphasis  on 
the  role  of  the  State  government,  1958 ;  James  R.  Donoghue,  director. 

Bureau  of  Government  Research,  Indiana  University:  Study  of  6-8  selected 
cities,  1958 ;  York  Wilbern,  director. 

Bureau  of  Government  Research,  University  of  California  :  Study  of  various 
aspects  of  metropolitan  problems,  1956 ;  Winston  W.  Couch,  director. 

Conference  on  Metropolitan  Area  Problems,  New  York,  N.Y. :  Publishes  bi¬ 
monthly  news  and  digest  of  urban  studies  and  news;  George  II.  Deming,  di¬ 
rector  ;  sponsored  by  the  Government  Affairs  Foundation. 

Graduate  School  of  Public  Administration,  Harvard  University,  Mass.:  3 
years’  investigation  of  New  York  City  area  urban  problems,  11  books  to  be  pub¬ 
lished  in  1958-59  cosponsored  by  Regional  Plan  Association,  Inc. ;  Raymond 
Vernon,  director. 

Institute  for  Community  Development,  Michigan  State  University :  5-year 
study  of  metropolitan  problems.  1958 :  Dr.  Charles  Adrian,  director. 

Joint  Center  for  Urban  Studies,  Harvard  University  and  Massachusetts  In¬ 
stitute  of  Technology  :  Basic  research  in  problems  of  urban  growth,  1959 ;  Martin 
Meyerson,  director. 

Seripps  Foundation.  Miami  University,  Ohio :  Study  of  standard  metropolitan 
areas. 

Stern  Family  Fund  Studies,  Governmental  Affairs  Institute,  Washington.  D.C. : 
Projects  on  Federal  and  State  impact  on  metropolitan  government,  1957 :  Luther 
Guliek,  director. 
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University  of  Michigan,  Legislative  Research  Center,  Law  School:  2-year 
study  of  governmental  urban  problems,  1958;  William  J.  Pierce,  director. 

University  of  Pennsylvania,  Institute  for  Urban  Studies;  William  Wheaton, 
director. 

Urban  Land  Institute,  Washington,  D.C. :  Conducts  studies  and  publishes 
monthly  bulletins  and  technical  bulletins  (periodically)  in  field  or  urban  plan¬ 
ning  and  development;  Max  S.  Wehrly,  director. 

Urban  Planning  Research  Group,  University  of  Illinois,  Department  of  City 
Planning  and  Lanscape  Architecture :  Studies  of  urban  problems  and  publishes 
Research  Digest. 

Center  for  Urban  Regional  Planning,  Yale  University,  New  Haven,  Conn. : 
Study  of  Atlantic  urban  region. 

Washington  Center  of  Metropolitan  Studies,  Washington,  D.C. :  Interinstitu- 
tional  center  for  research  and  graduate  studies. 

We  are  very  happy  to  have  as  our  next  witness  a  former  colleague 
in  the  House,  a  very  able  and  distinguished  Member  who  is  now 
making  a  distinguished  record  in  the  IT.S.  Senate.  We  appreciate 
your  coming,  Senator  McCarthy,  to  give  us  the  benefit  of  your  think¬ 
ing  in  connection  Avith  these  bills  designed  to  establish  an  Advisory 
Commission. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  EUGENE  J.  McCARTHY,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  MINNESOTA 

Senator  McCarthy.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  I 
do  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this  committee  and  to 
register  my  support  for  S.  2026  and  the  related  bills  and  resolutions 
which  provide  for  the  establishment  of  an  Advisory  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations. 

I  will  not  take  the  committee’s  time  to  comment  on  the  technical 
features  of  the  bill  since  the  bill  follows  a  more  or  less  established 
pattern  with  regard  to  the  makeup  and  composition  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  I  think  they  are  quite  generally  satisfactory. 

As  Ave  knoAv,  government  in  the  United  States  is  very  complex. 
We  have  division  of  poAvers  Avithin  the  various  units  of  government. 
Federal,  State,  and  local,  and  divisions  of  power  as  between  the 
various  agencies  and  among  them. 

While  additions  are  made  to  laws  in  each  session  of  Congress  and 
in  almost  every  session  of  the  State  legislatures,  the  process  of  change 
appears  to  be  sIoav. 

Yet  if  Ave  look  back  over  the  last  half  century  I  think  we  can  begin 
to  appreciate  the  magnitude  of  the  changes  that  have  been  taking 
place.  The  population  of  the  country  has  nearly  doubled  since  1910 ; 
the  expenditures  of  the  Federal  Government,  which  in  that  year  were 
around  $700  million,  iioav  approach  $80  billion  a  year.  The  total 
bonded  indebtedness  of  all  units  of  government  was  $5  billion  in  1910 
but  it  is  over  $320  billion  today.  The  growth  of  Government  em¬ 
ployees  has  increased  in  about  the  same  proportion. 

In  this  same  period  the  population  of  the  Nation  has  changed  from 
one  which  Avas  predominantly  rural  to  one  which  is  now  predomi¬ 
nantly  urban,  and  within  those  populations,  both  rural  and  urban, 
there  is  a  greater  measure  of  mobility.  The  changes  in  the  economy 
are  equally  marked.  The  movement  of  goods,  the  interdependence  of 
industry,  and  all  the  technological  changes  create  great  problems  that 
cross  the  boundaries  of  State  and  local  jurisdictions  in  a  way  which 
was  not  previously  known. 
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This  constitutes  a  problem  for  the  Federal  Government,  for  the 
State  governments,  and  for  the  local  units  of  government.  We  know 
that  in  a  broad  way  the  Civil  War  settled  the  question  of  ultimate 
sovereignty,  but  it  did  not  solve  most  of  the  practical  problems  of 
authority  and  of  the  overlapping  functions. 

In  fact  these  problems  have  increased.  In  taxes,  in  the  field  of  civil 
rights,  in  the  area  of  responsibility  for  social  welfare,  in  communica¬ 
tion,  transportation,  industry,  and  education,  in  nearly  everything 
excepting  national  defense  and  foreign  policy  there  are  disputed  areas 
and  duplication  of  effort. 

We  need,  therefore,  to  develop  both  an  increased  understanding  of 
the  problem  and  new  procedures  to  emphasize  and  to  make  effective 
the  relationships  of  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of  government 
in  the  United  States. 

In  general,  of  course,  as  our  country  has  developed,  the  principal 
responsibility  for  decisions  affecting  the  immediate  welfare  of  the 
people,  for  their  intellectual  and  moral  improvement,  has  been  exer¬ 
cised  by  local  and  State  governments. 

This,  I  am  satisfied,  is  as  it  should  be.  The  division  of  responsi¬ 
bilities  along  lilies  which  encourage  local  decision  and  the  acceptance 
of  local  responsibility  is  a  necessary  part  of  our  democracy. 

The  smaller  communities  of  government  are  best  devised  for  human¬ 
izing  governmental  activities.  A  local  program  can  have  greater 
flexibility  and  can  adjust  more  rapidly  to  local  needs  and  customs. 
It  guarantees  a  citizen  a  closer  and  more  personal  access  to  the  pro¬ 
tection  and  the  privilege  of  the  Government. 

However,  when  we  come  to  consider  broad  programs,  particularly 
those  which  must  be  operated  within  a  general  framework  where  the 
rights  of  all  citizens  are  equally  involved,  the  action  by  the  Federal 
Government  becomes  somewhat  more  necessary  and  somewhat  more 
defensible.  We  cite  the  case  of  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
program  as  a  good  example.  This  program,  as  you  know,  established 
a  general  retirement  program  for — at  this  time  it  has  come  to  be  for — 
nearly  all  citizens  of  the  country.  The  effect  of  it  has  been  really  two¬ 
fold.  One,  it  has  given  a  measure  of  economic  security  to  people  as 
they  approach  retirement  age  or  as  they  do  retire. 

But,  in  addition,  the  fact  that  this  is  a  national  program  gives  to 
the  citizen  a  greater  measure  of  economic  freedom,  freedom  to  move 
from  one  job  or  from  one  industry  or  one  State  to  another.  If  one’s 
retirement  program  were  tied  to  a  particular  employer  or  to  a  par¬ 
ticular  industry  or  if  his  retirement  program  was  one  which  was  based 
solely  upon  State  law,  then  his  mobility  and  his  feeclom  of  choice  in 
the  field  of  his  economic  activities  would  be  greatly  limited ;  and  with 
that  his  general  choice  of  freedom  would  be  much  restricted.  In 
anticipation  of  the  establishment  of  this  Commission  and  the  studies 
which  are  likely  to  be  carried  out  under  it,  it  is  vitally  necessary  to 
keep  in  mind  this  quality  of  dual  citizenship  in  the  United  States.  We 
have  citizenship  on  the  broad  scale,  with  all  of  the  rights  that  go  with 
that,  and  citizenship  as  a  member  of  local  and  immediate  units  of 
government. 

A  second  problem  is  that  of  financing.  This  has  become  increasingly 
difficult  for  local  and  State  governments.  The  chief  social  welfare 
problems  tend  to  correlate  with  areas  where  there  is  the  lowest  average 
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income  and  the  least  amount  of  taxable  wealth.  The  improvement  of 
conditions  of  people  in  these  areas  requires  some  acceptance  of  respon- 
sibi  lity  by  the  N ation  as  a  whole. 

Furthermore,  the  Federal  tax  structure  I  think  is  generally  based 
much  more  on  the  ability  to  pay  and  is  much  more  responsive  to  the 
rise  and  fall  of  economic  activity;  and  of  course  as  we  know  the  bor¬ 
rowing  authority  of  the  Federal  Government  is  generally  much  greater 
than  that  of  State  and  local  governments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  in  the  process  of  having  a  number  of 
studies  made  in  five  general  areas  which  I  think  are  of  importance  to 
this  committee  and  will  be  of  importance  to  the  Commission  which  I 
hope  is  established  following  your  deliberations  here. 

These  studies  have  to  do  with  what  might  be  called  barriers  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce.  They  relate  principally  to  economic  activities  in  the 
N ation  and  cover  these  five  general  fields. 

One,  Sf ate  taxation  of  interstate  commerce ;  secondly,  the  applica¬ 
tion  and  the  Consequences  of  the  application  of  use  taxes  within  the- 
States;  third,  the  effect,  of  milk  barriers  which  have  a  particular  sig¬ 
nificance  for  those  of  us  in  the  Midwest;  fourth,  various  State  regula¬ 
tions  and  laws  that  tend  to  interfere  with  the  free  movement  and 
transportation  of  goods;  and,  fifth,  special  State  legislation  bearing 
upon  agricultural  commodities  and  agricultural  products. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not  go  through  all  of  these  reports  but  I  would 
like  to  have  the  permission  of  the  committee  to  file  with  the  committee 
and  to  include  as  a  part  of  my  statement  a  summary  of  these  five  gen¬ 
eral  reports  on  questions  which  I  think  have  vital  bearing  upon  the 
economic  relationships  and  the  freedom  of  trade  in  commerce  and 
exchange  among  the  States  of  the  United  States. 

Representative  Fountain.  If  there  is  no  objection,  they  will  be 
made  part  of  the  record. 

( The  five  general  reports  referred  to  are  as  follows :) 

Prelim  in  a  hy  Statement 

TheTe  were  many  deficiencies  in  the  old  Articles  of  Confederation,  but  nothing 
was  more  damaging  to  the  future  prospects  of  the  newly  independent  States  than 
their  pursuit  of  short-term  economic  advantage  at  one  another’s  expense.  Under 
the  articles,  the  States  were  employing  their  commerce  powers  to  make  commer¬ 
cial  war  upon  one  another.  For  example,  Pennsylvania  and  New  York  discrim¬ 
inated — by  high  port  charges  and  tonnage  fees— against  New  Jersey,  which  pos¬ 
sessed  no  good  harbors.  James  Madison  likened  New  Jersey,  placed  between  the 
ports  of  New  York  and  Philadelphia,  to  a  cask  tapped  at  both  ends.  He  com¬ 
pared  North  Carolina,  in  a  similar  position  between  Virginia  and  South  Carolina, 
to  a  patient  bleeding  at  both  arms. 

The  commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution  was  designed  to  correct  this  situation. 
It  states  clearly  and  forcefully  (art.  I,  sec.  8)  that  “The  Congress  shall  have- 
power  *  *  *  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations,  and  among  the  several 
States  *  *  As  Justice  Felix  Frankfurter  stressed  in  a  recent  dissent,  the 
policy  that  underlies  the  commerce  clause  is  that  “whatever  disadvantages  may 
accrue  to  the  separate  States  from  making  of  the  United  States  a  free-trade  ter¬ 
ritory  are  far  outweighed  by  the  advantages  not  only  to  the  United  States  as  a 
nation  but  to  the  component  parts.” 

The  following  areas  are  examples  of  where  questions  have  been  raised  and  con¬ 
flicts  have  arisen.  This  list  is  not  exhaustive.  It  is  intended  to  illustrate  the- 
complexity  and  the  importance  of  this  type  of  intergovernmental  problem. 
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Report  I — State  Taxation  of  Interstate  Commerce 
a.  the  problem 

State  taxation  of  income  derived  from  exclusively  interstate  commerce  was 
upheld  as  constitutional  in  a  recent  Supreme  Court  decision.  The  Court’s  deci¬ 
sion  applied  to  two  similar  cases  before  the  Court,  the  facts  of  which  are  sum¬ 
marized  below. 

Williams  (Georgia  State  Revenue  Commissioner)  v.  Stockham  Valves  and  Fit¬ 
tings.  Stockham  is  a  Delaware  corporation  with  its  administrative  office  and 
its  manufacturing  plant  in  Birmingham,  Ala.  It  maintains  warehouses  in  five 
States,  sales  offices  in  seven  States  and  ships  its  products  over  virtually  the 
entire  country.  It  objected  to  an  income  tax  recently  imposed  on  it  by  Georgia, 
involving  arrears  and  penalties  running  back  to  1952.  Its  objection  was  based 
on  the  fact  that  its  sales  representative  spends  only  one-third  of  his  time  in 
Georgia  and  is  employed  only  in  soliciting  orders  and  in  promotional  work;  all 
orders  from  Georgia  customers  are  accepted  or  rejected  at  the  home  office  in  Ala¬ 
bama  and  all  goods  are  supplied  from  the  office  or  factory  in  Alabama.  The 
company  maintained  that  the  tax  violated  the  commerce  clause  of  the  U.S.  Con¬ 
stitution.  (Art.  I,  sec.  8  of  the  Constitution  states  that  “The  Congress  shall 
have  power  *  *  *  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  sev¬ 
eral  States  *  *  *.”) 

Northwestern  States  Portland  Cement  Company  v.  Minnesota.  Northwestern 
has  a  manufacturing  plant  in  Iowa.  It  maintains  a  sales  office  in  Minnesota 
and  sells  its  products  ( cement  and  cement  products )  in  the  north  central  States. 
In  its  Minneapolis  office  it  employs  five  salesmen  and  a  secretary.  The  salesmen 
write  orders  and  do  promotional  work,  but  all  orders  are  subject  to  acceptance  at 
the  home  office  in  Iowa  and  are  filled  from  inventories  in  Iowa.  Minnesota 
assessed  its  income  tax  on  the  company  with  arrears  and  penalties  going  back 
to  1933.  The  company  appealed  to  the  courts  on  the  ground  that  the  tax  vio¬ 
lated  the  commerce  clause. 

The  Court,  on  February  24,  1959,  upheld  the  State  taxes.  In  a  6-3  decision, 
it  held  that  “net  income  from  interstate  operations  of  a  foreign  corporation  may 
be  subjected  to  State  taxation  provided  the  levy  is  not  discriminatory  and  is 
properly  apportioned  to  local  activities  within  the  taxing  State  *  *  Justice 
Whittaker’s  dissent — joined  in  by  Justices  Frankfurter  and  Stewart — argued 
that  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution  had  heretofore,  and  properly,  been 
interpreted  as  prohibiting  any  State  taxation  on  “exclusively  interstate 
commerce.” 

The  facts  in  the  two  cases,  as  outlined  above,  were  not  in  dispute,  nor  was 
the  judgment  that  the  commerce  involved  was  “exclusively  interstate”  in  char¬ 
acter.  Nor  did  any  party  dispute  the  particular  tax  formulas  used  by  Min¬ 
nesota  and  Georgia.  At  issue  was  the  constitutional  question  of  whether  such 
State  taxes  violated  the  commerce  clause.  Clark’s  majority  opinion  quoted  ap¬ 
provingly  from  an  earlier  lower  court  decision  to  the  effect  that  “*  *  *  a  ( State) 
tax  on  net  income  from  interstate  commerce,  as  distinguished  from  a  tax  on  the 
privilege  of  engaging  in  interstate  commerce,  does  not  conflict  with  the  commerce 
clause.”  Clark  said  that  “While  it  is  true  that  a  State  may  not  erect  a  wall 
around  its  borders  preventing  commerce  an  entry,  it  is  axiomatic  that  the 
founders  did  not  intend  to  immunize  such  commerce  from  carrying  its  fair 
share  of  the  costs  of  the  State  government  in  return  for  the  benefits  it  derives 
from  within  the  State.”  Further :  “In  this  type  of  case,  the  taxpayers  must 
show  that  the  formula  places  a  burden  upon  interstate  commerce  in  a  constitu¬ 
tional  sense.  This  they  have  failed  to  do.” 

Whittaker’s  dissent  concludes :  “The  commerce  clause  denies  State  power  to 
regulate  interstate  commerce.  It  vests  that  power  exclusively  in  Congress.  Di¬ 
rect  taxation  of  ‘exclusively  interstate  commerce’  is  a  substantial  regulation  of 
it  and,  therefore,  in  the  absence  of  congressional  consent,  the  States  may  not 
directly  tax  it.  The  Court  has  so  held  every  time  the  question  has  been  presented 
here  until  today.” 

Frankfurter’s  separate  dissent  held  that  “we  have  never  (previously)  de¬ 
cided  that  a  State  may  tax  a  corporation  when  that  tax  is  on  income  related 
to  the  State  by  virtue  of  activities  within  it  when  such  activities  are  exclusively 
part  of  the  process  of  doing  interstate  commerce.”  He  said  that  new  precedents 
should  not  be  barred,  but  he  disagreed  with  what  he  regarded  as  this  new 
departure  on  constitutional  grounds :  “My  objection  is  the  policy  that  underlies 
the  commerce  clause,  namely,  whatever  disadvantages  may  accrue  to  the  sepa- 
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rate  States  from  making  of  the  United  States  a  free-trade  territory  are  far 
outweighed  by  the  advantages  not  only  to  the  United  States  as  a  nation  but 
to  the  component  States.  I  am  assuming,  of  course,  that  today’s  decision’  will 
stimulate,  if  indeed  it  does  not  compel,  every  State  of  the  Union,  which  has 
not  already  done  so,  to  devise  a  formula  of  apportionment  to  tax  the  income 
of  enterprises  carrying  on  exclusively  interstate  commerce.  As  a  result  inter¬ 
state  commerce  will  be  burdened  not  hypothetically  but  practically,  and  we  have 
been  admonished  again  and  again  that  taxation  is  a  practical  matter.”  Frank- 
fuiter  went  on  to  point  to  further  difficulties,  such  as  increased  costs  to  small 
corporations  in  bookkeeping,  legal  fees,  etc.,  and  greatly  increased  litigation 
™  thf  ,fairl?ess  and  nondiscriminatory  nature  of  various  State  tax  formulas 
The  following  commentary  on  the  effects  on  interstate  commerce  of  such 
State  taxation  is  an  excerpt  from  an  article  entitled  “New  Threat  in  State 
?SrSnTaXa!,IOnT,”  hy  paul  Studenski  and  Gerald  J.  Glasser  which  appeared 
m  the  Haivard  Riisiness  Review,  November-December  1958,  vol.  36.  No.  0 
This  article  was  written  before  the  Supreme  Court  decision  was  handed  down  - 
it  deais  extensively  with  the  cases  then  pending  and  the  issues  raised  by  them’ 
ie  imposition  of  the  tax  in  a  market  State  is  equivalent  to  a  requirement 

WbilA  •<I0rp01'atl,T  take  ou,t  a  Peense  for  a  right  to  sell  goods  in  the  State 
.7  bile  it  may  not  stop  a  large  corporation  from  selling  goods  in  the  State 
aiay  :stap  many  medium-size  or  small  corporations  from  doing  so.  The  sales 
f«l1Cnne<?  or  SUCh  a  owPoration  may  not  be  large  enough  to  justify  paving  a 
tax  and  filing  a  return  or  to  risk  back  assessments  for  the  years  when  fte 

itwasnotSeSt£eetaxSeUmg  S°0dS  in  the  State  Under  the  assumPtion  that 

stssss 

competition  and  of  the  efficient  interregional  use  of  the  country’s  economic  re- 

for  The  fi^fSr°d  part  af  tke  unity  of  onr  national  market  would  be  destroyed 
th®  time  in  the  history  of  our  country.  Actually,  in  the  whole  179 

prohibited  ^  adoption  of  the  Federal  Constitution—- which 

prohimted  the  erection  of  tariff  barriers  by  the  States  and  established  one 

terrace  with™  teSe1™!Xeh°S  ”0t  b'en  *  >'  “*■" 

interstate  commerce,  since  many  corporations  may  organize  subsidiaries  dis 
pense  with  sales  agents,  or  sell  through  distributors  to  avoid  the  harassing  State 

asa°“  1  tMs  way  tLc  c®c‘“cr  °f  “e 

eu?’he.C2mr)any  executives  interviewed  or  otherwise  contacted  in  the  course  of 
this  study  expressed  grave  concern  over  the  adverse  effectf  Thich  wider  u^ 
of  this  innovation  in  State  business  taxation  might  have  on  their  ability  to 

StStZfZT*  “;OUg1out,  the  ™W-  Quite  a  mmJer  company  Mi” 
cated  that  they  would  seriously  consider  making  substantial  alterations  in  their 

Jnd  s™u6S  0r?anizati0ns  and  activities  if  taxed  on  such  a  basVs  Medium  SS 
The  nri^ncerns,wre  participarly  emphatic  in  this  respect, 
reasons  T  C°DCludeS  that  this  kind  of  taxation  is  unwise  for  the  following 

its(cTUrte;itrthe^eST?o  f0mpafny’s  ac.tiVitieS  are  conflned  to  solicitation, 

::  contact  Witn  the  State  is  too  remote  and  its  receipt  of  benefits  from  the  suofe 

c  vsxsi 

to  file  JZmTretnTfioT  exteasiyely  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  will  have 
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(4)  Levying  income  taxes  on  such  companies  represents  the  taxing  by  some 
States  of  income  produced  by  the  capital  and  labor  employed  in  other  States 
with  the  aid  of  the  services  rendered  by  these  other  States.  This  constitutes 
an  uncontrolled  and  often  wholly  unwarranted  redistribution  of  tax  resources 
not  calculated  to  produce  any  discernible  national  advantage. 

(5)  Finally,  the  administration  of  these  taxes  will  be  much  more  difficult 
and  arbitrary,  and  will  necessarily  result  in  a  considerable  amount  of  evasion 
and  litigations. 

b.  congress’  authority  in  this  field 

Justice  Frankfurter,  in  his  dissent,  made  an  explicit  appeal  to  Congress  to 
take  action  in  this  field :  “The  problem  calls  for  solution  by  devising  a  con¬ 
gressional  policy.  Congress  alone  can  provide  for  a  full  and  thorough  can¬ 
vassing  of  the  multitudinous  and  intricate  factors  which  compose  the  problem 
of  the  taxing  freedom  of  the  States  and  the  needed  limits  on  such  State  taxing 
power.” 

There  seems  to  be  no  disagreement  about  the  judgment  that  Congress  has  the 
authority  to  legislate  in  this  field  if  it  so  desires.  The  Supreme  Court  ruled  in 
the  absence  of  a  congressional  policy ;  it  did  not  proscribe  congressional  action. 
In  fact,  Clark’s  majority  opinion  contains  the  following  language :  “Commerce 
between  the  States  having  grown  up  like  Topsy,  the  Congress  meanwhile  not 
having  undertaken  to  regulate  taxation  of  it ,  and  the  States  having  under¬ 
standably  persisted  in  their  efforts  to  get  some  return  for  the  substantial  benefits 
they  have  afforded  it,  there  is  little  wonder  that  there  has  been  no  end  of 
cases  testing  out  State  tax  levies.”  [Emphasis  added.] 

In  the  same  vein,  there  follows  an  excerpt  from  a  letter  recently  submitted 
to  the  Senate  Select  Committee  on  Small  Business  by  the  American  Law  Division 
of  LRS;  this  letter  accompanied  the  division’s  analysis  of  the  Supreme  Court 
decision  of  February  24:  “There  is  little  doubt  that  Congress,  in  the  exercise 
of  its  constitutional  power  to  regulate  commerce,  could  enact  legislation  to 
prohibit  any  State  from  imposing  a  tax  on  income  derived  exclusively  from  inter¬ 
state  commerce.”  Similarly,  Jerome  R.  Hellerstein,  professor  of  law  at  New 
York  University,  appeared  before  the  committee  and  made  the  following  state¬ 
ment:  “Way  back  in  the  early  days  of  our  judicial  history,  with  the  famous  old 
cases  such  as  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  the  Supreme  Court  determined  that,  in  the 
absence  of  congressional  action,  there  are  some  limitations  on  State  taxation. 
And  that  is  what  this  150  years  of  controversy  has  been  about.  But  I  would 
suppose  that  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  Congress,  having  the  power  to  regulate 
commerce,  just  as  it  can  regulate  labor  relations  in  respect  to  interstate  com¬ 
merce,  just  as  it  can  regulate  railroad  matters,  so  Congress  can  quite  clearly 
regulate  the  extent  of  State  taxation  of  interstate  commerce.” 

Report  II — The  Use  Tax 

The  “use  tax”  is  a  levy  on  the  initial  use  within  the  State  of  taxable  articles 
purchased  outside  of  the  State  (usually  even  if  a  sales  tax  was  paid  in  the  other 
State).  It  developed  as  a  supplement  to  the  sales  tax  as  a  device  for  avoiding 
payment  of  the  sales  tax  by  purchasing  outside  the  State.  Thirty-three  States 
currently  have  sales  taxes  of  2  percent  or  more  and  all  but  one  of  these  States 
also  impose  the  use  tax. 

Whether  the  tax  constitutes  an  undue  burden  upon  interstate  commerce  is 
the  primary  question  in  determining  the  validity  of  a  sales  or  use  tax  under  the 
Federal  Constitution.  The  Supreme  Court  has  increasingly  taken  a  permissive 
position  regarding  these  taxes  ;  but  there  are  limits  beyond  which  the  States  may 
not  go  in  taxing  interstate  commerce. 

Presumably,  Congress  could  legislate  in  this  field  if  it  so  willed. 

Report  III — Impediments  to  the  Free  Movement  of  Milk  in  Interstate 

Commerce 

Three  major  categories  of  barriers  to  the  free  flow  in  interstate  commerce  of 
milk  and  manufactured  milk  products  can  be  identified  and  are  summarized 
below. 

A.  PUBLIC  HEALTH  STATUTES  AND  ORDINANCES 

It  is  well  known  that  many  so-called  health  ordinances  are  based  upon  eco¬ 
nomic  rather  than  public  health  considerations.  The  number  of  local  health 
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ordinances,  their  widely  differing  requirements,  the  lack  of  any  public  health 
justification  for  many  of  them,  and  delays  in  inspection  or  refusal  to  inspect 
have  combined  to  impede  the  free  flow  of  milk  in  interstate  commerce.  These 
barriers  have  recently  been  expanding  to  include  manufactured  milk  products  as 
well  as  fluid  milk. 

There  are  three  ways  in  which  this  problem  can  be  approached.  First,  the 
States  and  localities  can  cooperate  voluntarily  in  establishing  uniform  public 
health  codes.  The  TJ.S.  Public  Health  Service  publishes — and  periodically  re¬ 
vises — a  recommended  milk  ordinance  and  a  code  which  explains  the  ordinance 
and  describes  satisfactory  compliance.  This  Federal  standard  is  only  informa¬ 
tional,  but  some  significant  progress  has  been  achieved  in  promoting  its  volun¬ 
tary  adoption.  The  fact  remains,  however,  that  most  States,  counties,  and 
localities  have  not  adopted  this  standard,  and  it  is  extremely  unlikely  that 
voluntary  cooperation  will  solve  the  problem. 

The  second  manner  in  which  this  problem  can  be  handled  is  to  challenge  the 
constitutionality  of  individual  local  ordinances.  As  a  result  of  such  efforts,  it 
is  now  well  established  that  health  ordinances  which  are  arbitrary  and  bear  no 
reasonable  relationship  to  the  public  health  are  unconstitutional.  (See,  e.g., 
Bean  Milk,  Co.  v.  City  of  Madison  (340  LT.S.  349  (1951).)  This  approach  suffers 
from  two  important  defects,  however :  ( 1 )  lawsuits  are  expensive  and  few 
companies  can  afford  to  initiate  and  sustain  them ;  and  (2)  there  are  so  many 
local  ordinances  that  a  successful  attack  on  one  or  a  few  of  them  accomplishes 
relatively  little. 

A  third  possible  approach  to  the  problem  is  Federal  legislation  prescribing 
uniform  national  health  requirements  for  all  milk  shipped  in  or  affecting  inter¬ 
state  commerce. 

B.  STATE  MILK  CONTROL  LAWS 

A  second  kind  of  barrier  to  the  free  flow  of  milk  and  dairy  products  in 
interstate  commerce  is  State  milk  control  laws.  These  laws  were  usually  the 
products  of  the  depression ;  they  were  designed  to  regulate  the  marketing  of  milk 
from  the  producer  to  the  consumer. 

They  usually  created  a  State  milk  commission  or  an  administrator  charged 
with  setting  prices  paid  to  producers  and,  in  some  cases,  with  prices  paid  at 
the  retail  level  for  the  various  kinds  of  milk  or  milk  products.  State  control 
of  milk  prices  has  frequently  led  to  regulations  which  impede  the  free  movement 
and  merchandising  of  milk.  These  regulations  have  taken  the  form  of  restric¬ 
tions  on  the  entry  into  the  State  of  out-of-State  milk  and  of  restrictions  on  the 
entry  of  new  distributors  or  the  expansion  of  existing  distributors.  These 
purposes  are  accomplished  by  requiring  licenses  for  producers  and/or  distributors 
and  then  restricting  the  issuance  of  such  licenses. 

Many  of  these  laws  have  been  repealed,  but  17  were  still  in  existence  as  of 
May  26,  1959.  Some  are  being  attacked  on  constitutional  grounds ;  and  all, 
presumably,  would  be  nullified  by  Federal  legislation  regulating  the  marketing 
•of  all  milk  in  or  affecting  interstate  commerce. 

C.  FEDERAL  MILK  MARKET  ORDERS 

The  third  general  category  of  barriers  to  the  free  movement  of  milk  and  dairy 
-products  is  found  in  certain  provisions  of  many  Federal  milk  marketing  orders 
issued  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937.  Basically,  the 
complaint  has  been  that  in  the  administration  of  the  orders,  prices  have  been 
set  too  high,  thereby  stimulating  more  than  the  adequate  supply  required  by 
the  act.  Millc  from  areas  which  traditionally  produce  surpluses  has  thus  been 
kept  out  of  areas  where  Federal  marketing  orders  have  artificiallv  stimulated 
milk  production. 

Report  IV — Impediments  to  the  Free  Flow  of  Agricultural  Products 

(Other  Than  Milk) 

It  is  difficult  to  document  abuses  of  a  State’s  right  to  protect  the  health  of  its 
inhabitants  by  regulating  the  importation  of  certain  agricultural  products.  This 
is  partly  because  it  is  very  hard  to  differentiate  between  measures  which  are 
necessary  to  protect  the  health,  safety,  and  morals  of  the  public  and  those 
measures  which  use  governmental  sanction  to  protect  int.repreneurial  inefficiency, 
to  prevent  growth  through  innovation,  or  which  favor  other  undesirable  monopo¬ 
listic  practices.  Often  there  really  is  no  precise  line  to  be  drawn  between  the 
two. 
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Perhaps  the  classic  case  is  that  of  oleomargarine.  The  Federal  tax  was  not 
removed  until  1950;  State  restrictions,  although  declining  in  number  and 
seventy,  remain  in  various  forms.  Some  States  still  prohibit  the  sale  of  colored 
margarine.  Taxation  is  used  as  a  regulatory  device.  Labeling  requirements 
vary  widely,  thereby  complicating  interstate  sales. 

Inspections  of  livestock  are  sometimes  duplicated  by  several  States  and  can 
become  so  burdensome  as  to  impede  their  ordinary  movement.  Inspection  fees 
are  potentially  capable  of  impeding  interstate  commerce. 

There  are  laws  for  grading,  packaging,  and  labeling  farm  products.  In 
wholesale  and  retail  markets  much  confusion  is  caused  by  the  nonuniformity 
of  grades  and  containers  from  different  States. 

In  recent  years,  quarantine  and  inspection  laws  have  become  much  more 
numerous.  Quarantines,  with  their  attendant  inspections,  are  probably  the  most 
frequently  encountered  restrictions  to  the  interstate  flow  of  farm  products.  And 
it  is  the  red  tape,  annoyance,  delay,  and  expense  associated  with  enforcement 
ot  quarantines  which  cause  much  dissatisfaction. 

The  administration  of  these  laws  can  create  additional  problems.  Bordering 
.States  may  have  similar  or  identical  laws  but  the  rules  and  regulations  regard- 
N?11  may  vary  widely.  Some  observers  have  concluded 

that  the  granting  of  wide  discretion  to  the  enforcement  officers  and  action  ex¬ 
tending  beyond  statutory  authorization  has  perhaps  been  more  often  used  for 
protecting  local  products  and  enterprises  from  out-of-State  competition  than  has 
purposeful  legislation.  Barriers  may  be  easily  and  rapidly  employed  by  ad- 
mimstiative  edict.  This,  coupled  with  their  routine  character  in  applications 
makes  difficult  their  discovery  and  correction.  Moreover,  in  many  instances 
where  time  is  important,  appellate  procedure  within  the  administrative  bodv 
by  no  means  insures  that  the  unfortunate  results  of  unwise  or  arbitrary  action 
WlU,]elcured-  same  may  be  said  about  cases  where  costs  of  court  litigation 
would  be  excessive.  The  remedy  of  appeal  is  not,  therefore,  wholly  adequate. 

Report  V — Transportation!  Barriers 


Trucks  and  other  commercial  vehicles  traveling  interstate  are  subject  to 
certain  State-imposed  requirements  which  vary  widely  and  which,  when  imposed 
by  more  than  one  State,  can  operate  as  effective  barriers  to  the  flow  of  interstate 
commerce.  These  requirements  can  be  categorized  as  follows:  (a)  licensing 
(6)  weight-distance  taxes,  and  (c)  size  and  weight  limitations 


A.  LICENSING 

The  question  of  which  State  or  States  should  receive  license  (registration)  fees 
an  interstate  truck  operator  has  been  answered  in  different  ways  bv 

a^aoient  States  over  the  years.  Long-haul  trucking  is  a  rather  new  enterprise _ 

beginning  in  earnest  in  the  1930’s — but  licensing  practices  have  already  under¬ 
gone  several  periods  of  change. 

Twenty-five  years  ago  very  few  States  granted  reciprocity  on  registration  fees. 
(Reciprocity  is  the  granting  of  privileges  by  one  State  to  vehicles  or  owners  of 
vehicles  when  such  vehicles  are  properly  registered  in  another  State  that  in 
turn,  grants  similar  privileges.  It  can  be  achieved  by  multilateral  or  bilateral 
agreements  between  States.) 

Today,  every  State  except  Arizona  grants  reciprocity  to  vehicles  “properly 
registered”  in  another  State.  (Even  Arizona  does  not  require  full  registration 
for  out-of-State  vehicles ;  it  requires  instead  the  procurement  of  certain  permits  ) 
But  the  definition  of  what  constitutes  “proper  registration”  has  provided  new 
problems.  For  example,  in  an  effort  to  spread  registration  fees  more  equitably 
the  owner  of  a  large  fleet  may  want  to  register  his  trucks  in  the  State  where  they 
are  generally  located.  But  his  own  State  may  not  grant  reciprocity  to  vehicles 
owned  by  a  resident  and  licensed  elsewhere.  It  was  this  problem  which  recently 
led  14  Western  States  to  adopt  an  apportionment  system  for  fleets  of  vehicles 
The  participating  States  prorate  their  fees  on  the'  basis  of  how  much  of  the 
trucking  for  a  given  firm  operates  in  each  State. 

Reciprocity  has  been  set  back  in  recent  years  bv  the  introduction  of  new 
taxes  called  third-structure  taxes  which  have  not  been  reciprocal.  (A  third- 
structure  tax  is  usually  a  weight-distance  tax  imposed  on  trucks  operating 
within  a  given  State.  It  is  called  third-structure  because  the  older  taxes — for 
licensing  and  fuel — were  called  two-structure  taxes.)  A  few  of  the  States 
which  do  not  have  third-structure  taxes  have  retaliated  against  those  that  do  by 
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suspending  or  canceling  tlieir  reciprocal  agreements  on  registration.  This  has 
not  yet  become  widespread  but  it  points  up  the  precariousness  of  the  whole 
system.  Reciprocity  is  a  fragile  support  for  free  commerce.  It  suffered  severe 
setbacks  during  the  depression  and  the  temptations  for  States  to  impose  new 
levies  are  increasingly  great. 

B.  WEIGHT-DISTANCE  TAXES 

In  an  effort  to  raise  desperately  needed  revenues  and  out  of  a  conviction  that 
trucks  have  a  special  obligation  to  pay  for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
highways,  10  States  have  imposed  special  high  levies  on  trucks.  (The  relation¬ 
ship  between  the  weight  of  trucks  and  highway  damage  has  not  been  definitely 
established.  It  is  a  source  of  constant  controversy  between  trucking  organiza¬ 
tions  and  advocates  of  higher  taxation.) 

These  third-structure  taxes  can  take  several  forms,  the  most  prominent  of 
which  are  the  ton-mile  and  the  axle-mile  taxes.  The  ton-mile  tax  is  based  on  a 
formula  which  takes  into  account  the  gross  weight  of  the  truck  and  the  distance 
traveled.  The  axle-mile  t«x  is  based  on  a  formula  which  takes  into  account  the 
weivht  per  axle  and  the  distance  traveled.  The  axle-mile  tax  is  considered  fairer 
to  the  large  trucks  which  distribute  their  weight  over  as  many  as  five  axles. 

The  trucking  industry  objects  strenuously  to  third-structure  taxes.  They  be¬ 
lieve  the  two-structure  system  (registration  fees  and  fuel  taxes)  usually  results 
in  equity — especially  if  reciprocity  can  be  made  universal — and  that  it  can  be 
altered  so  as  to  extract  from  truckers  a  fair  share  of  the  costs  of  constructing  and 
maintaining  highways.  They  argue  further  that  third-structure  taxes  require 
excessive  recordkeeping — especially  for  small  operators — and  that  they  lead  to 
tax  evasion  by  false  reporting,  thus  penalizing  honest  truckers.  Finally,  they 
are  very  disturbed  by  the  effects  upon  reciprocity  in  registration  requirements 
which  have  resulted  from  the  imposition  of  such  taxes  without  reciprocity 
provisions. 

States  which  have  enacted  ton-mile  taxes  argue  that  a  truck  may  travel  thou¬ 
sands  of  miles  outside  the  State  in  which  it  is  registered  or  in  which  the  com¬ 
pany  headquarters  are  located.  A  “bridge  State” — one  across  which  a  truck 
travels  in  moving  between  two  other  States  with  interstate  cargo — may  find  that 
trucks  of  foreign  registry  far  outnumber  the  local  trucks  passing  over  its  high¬ 
ways.  This  is  especially  true  of  a  small  bridge  State. 

It  is  easy  to  see  why  the  weight-distance  tax  creates  friction  between  States, 
as  well  as  between  truckers  and  States.  New  York  incurred  the  ill  will  of  all 
the  New  England  States  by  imposing  a  weight-distance  tax.  New  York  lies 
between  New  England  and  the  rest  of  the  country.  Similarly,  Ohio’s  axle-mile 
tax  created  special  tensions  because  of  Ohio’s  key  east-west  location. 

Weight-distance  taxes  are  difficult  and  costly  to  administer.  They  lead  to 
retaliatory  action  by  other  States,  and  they  impede  the  flow  of  interstate  com¬ 
merce.  For  these  reasons,  most  States  have  either  refused  to  establish  them 
or  have  repealed  them.  (Between  1937  and  1955,  11  States  repealed  weight- 
distance  taxes.)  But  seven  remain:  New  York,  Ohio,  Colorado,  Nevada,  Ore¬ 
gon,  Utah  (partial),  and  Wyoming. 

C.  SIZE  AND  WEIGHT  LIMITATIONS 

State-imposed  size  and  weight  limitations  on  commercial  vehicles  are  by  no 
means  uniform  and  they  constitute  a  significant  barrier  to  the  free  flow  of 
commerce  among  the  States.  Length  limitations  vary  from  35  to  55  feet  for 
ordinary  trucks;  from  35  feet  to  “not  specified”  for  trailer  or  semitrailer  trucks; 
and  from  45  to  65  feet  for  tractor-semitrailer  trucks.  Axle  load  limitations 
vary  from  18,000  to  22,400  pounds.  Gross  weight  limitations  for  four-  or  five- 
axle  tractor-semitrailers  vary  extensively. 

A  recent  Department  of  Agriculture  study  pointed  to  the  fact  that  a  truck 
running  eastward  from  Chicago  would  have  encountered  a  different  limit  on 
weight  in  each  of  the  States  crossed  on  the  most  direct  route :  68,000  in  Illinois, 
72,000  in  Indiana,  71,600  in  Ohio,  60,000  in  Pennsylvania,  and  65.000  in  New 
York.  A  truck  moving  up  the  seaboard  from  a  point  in  the  South  Atlantic 
States  would  have  encountered  the  50,000-pound  limit  in  Virginia  (allowed  only 
on  the  better  highways),  the  65,000-pound  limit  in  Maryland,  the  District  of 
Columbia  limit  of  65,400  pounds,  and  the  60,000-pound  limits  of  Delaware  and 
New  Jersey.  Any  truck  traveling  via  Kentucky  encounters  the  most  severe 
limit  in  the  Nation :  42,000  pounds  for  any  combination  and  this  only  on  desig¬ 
nated  highways. 
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In  addition  to  the  diversity  in  State  laws  limiting  size  and  weight,  there  are 
also  considerable  differences  in  the  enforcement  policy  among  the  States.  Some 
enforce  the  limits  rigidly;  others  do  not.  Some  establish  permanent  ports-of- 
entry  installations ;  others  do  not. 

Truckers  complain  about  delays  which  result  from  crowded  weighing  stations. 
They  also  complain  that  scales  are  not  uniform. 

There  are  other  problems  involved  in  interstate  trucking.  Several  States 
require  the  purchase  of  rather  inexpensive  permits  in  lieu  of  license  plates. 
Fifteen  States  require  that  an  amount  of  fuel  equal  to  that  used  in  a  given 
State  must  be  purchased  therein!  But  these  do  not  appear  to  be  major  barriers 
to  interstate  commerce. 

Senator  McCarthy.  That  concludes  the  testimony  which  I  wanted 
to  give. 

Representative  F ountain.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

Senator  Muskie.  First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  say  I  very  much 
appreciate  your  statement  this  morning,  Senator. 

And  I  may  say,  your  statement  was  a  philosophical  contribution 
to  the  deliberations  here  that  I  think  is  most  useful  and  necessary. 

I  would  like,  if  I  might,  to  get  your  comment — because  I  always 
■enjoy  your  observations— on  this  particular  problem  which  I  think 
is  the  subject  of  this  legislation.  You  stated  very  well  at  the  outset 
of  your  remarks,  and  made  very  clear  the  point  that  State  and  local 
governments  are  in  a  constant  state  of  flux,  under  direction  from  legis- 
lative  bodies  and  State  and  Federal  Governments  which  are  giving 
positive  direction. 

Direction  changes  from  time  to  time  within  given  States  and  on 
the  Federal  level,  and  results  in  an  almost  kaleidoscopic  movement. 
Intergovernmental  relations  is  really  a  form  of  government  which  is 
not  given  this  kind  of  positive  direction.  It  sort  of  grows  ‘‘like 
Topsy.  ’  It  is  our  hope,  of  course,  that  this  Commission  might,  in  a 
sense,  give  it  that  kind  of  direction  which  would  enable  the  American 
people  through  their  various  levels  of  government  to  coordinate  the 
three  levels  of  government. 

Now,  do  you  think  that  this  would  be  the  result  ? 

That  you  would  get  a  positive  direction  to  intergovernmental  rela¬ 
tions  which  would  operate  to  really  establish  a  coordination  between 
the  various  levels  of  government  ? 

Senator  McCarthy.  Well,  I  think  that  you  could  certainly  obtain 
that  in  a  number  of  areas.  The  one  which  1  am  perhaps  most  familiar 
with  is  that  of  taxation. 

I  would  note  particularly  in  this  respect  the  comment  of  Justice 
Frankfurter  who  dissented  in  the  recent  Supreme  Court  case  known 
as  the  Minnesota  case.  It  related  to  the  taxation  of  corporations 
doing  business  in  a  State — that  is,  the  portion  of  the  business  of  cor¬ 
porations  involved  in  interstate  commerce  which  was  carried  out  in  a 
particular  State.  On  this  point  Justice  Frankfurter  said: 

The  problem  calls  for  solution  by  devising  a  congressional  policy.  Congress 
alone  can  provide  for  a  full  and  thorough  canvassing  of  the  multitudinous  and 
intricate  factors  which  compose  the  problem  of  the  taxing  freedom  of  the 
States  and  the  needed  limits  on  such  State  taxing  power. 

I  think  we  have  examples  which  show  this  can  be  done.  In  the 
Federal  inheritance  and  estate  tax  the  general  tax  is  laid  down  but  it 
has  been  so  drafted  that  the  States  are  able  to  accommodate  their 
own  inheritance  or  estate  tax  to  the  Federal  program. 
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It  is  my  opinion  that  we  could  extend  this  procedure  into  many 
other  fields  of  taxation  for  excise  taxes  in  some  cases  and  possibly 
also,  as  a  number  of  tax  experts  have  recommended,  even  in  the  field 
of  income  tax.  We  have  not  really  made  a  beginning,  it  seems  to 
me,  in  the  effort  to  coordinate  and  to  interrelate  State  and  Federal 
taxes. 

Senator  Muskie.  Do  you  think  it  is  possible  to  allocate  tax  sources 
and  tax  methods  to  the  point  that  each  level  of  government  will  have 
exclusive  areas? 

Senator  McCarthy.  I  think  there  are  some  areas  which  perhaps 
can  be  set  off  as  exclusive  domain,  but  it  is  my  opinion  that  the  more 
successful  efforts  will  be  in  the  way  of  a  sharing  of  tax  sources, 
rather  than  a  barring  off  and  labeling  certain  areas  for  the  States 
and  certain  areas  for  the  Federal  Government.  The  whole  move¬ 
ment  of  trade  and  commerce  in  the  United  States  is  in  the  direction 
of  being  more  comprehensive  and  of  transcending  State  lines. 

Senator  Muskie.  A  great  many  people  in  this  country  are  opposed 
on  philosophical  and  other  grounds  to  sales  taxes.  Do  you  think  that 
sales  tax  is  a  form  of  taxation  that  should  be  avoided  by  all  levels 
of  government  ? 

Senator  McCarthy.  Not  necessarily  so.  There  are  several  argu¬ 
ments  to  be  made  for  the  sales  tax.  I  suppose  principally  there  is 
the  argument  of  the  ease  of  collection  and  for  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  this  is  a  significant  consideration. 

In  addition  to  that  a  sales  tax  which  is  properly  assessed  can  in 
large  measure  follow  the  principle  of  progressive  taxation.  It  is 
really  a  question  of  what  is  taxed  and  how  it  is  taxed  ? 

To  say  that,  a  sales  tax  in  itself  is  to  be  condemned,  I  would  say,  is 
an  extreme  position.  I  am  generally  opposed  to  Federal  sales  taxes 
in  the  traditional  definition  of  the  sales  tax,  and  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  this  is  a  tax  which  can  best  be  left  to  the  States  and  to  the  munici¬ 
pal  governments  though  not  necessarily  exclusively  so. 

Senator  Muskie.  This  legislation  also,  in  its  statement  of  purposes, 
suggests  that  the  Commission  should  address  itself  to  emergent  public 
problem  which  ought  to  have  or  which  might  require  governmental 
action  on  some  level. 

One  of  the  current  ones  which  in  the  opinion  of  some  of  us  emerged 
long  ago  but  which,  in  the  opinion  of  others  has  not  emerged  yet, 
is  the  problem  of  adequate  governmental  support  for  education.  How 
would  you  view  the  function  of  this  Commission  with  respect  to  some¬ 
thing  like  that?  Would  you  consider  that  before  governmental 
action  is  taken  on  the  Federal  level,  for  example,  that  this  Commis¬ 
sion  ought  to  address  itself  to  the  problem  and  develop  positive  recom¬ 
mendations  for  action  ? 

Senator  McCarthy.  Well,  I  think  certainly  the  field  of  education, 
as  well  as  the  whole  field  of  welfare,  would  be  within  the  jurisdiction 
and  should  be  the  concern  of  this  committee.  It  would  be  particularly 
true  of  the  question  of  financing  these  programs. 

Representative  Fountain.  Mrs.  Dwyer  ? 

Representative  Dwyer.  No  questions. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  am  sure  there  are  many  questions  all 
of  us  would  like  to  ask  you,  Senator,  because  of  your  wide  experience. 
But  due  to  the  limitation  of  time  and  the  fact  that  other  witnesses 
are  waiting,  we  will  necessarily  have  to  limit  ourselves. 
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There  is  one  question  I  will  ask  you  because  I  think  it  will  be  funda¬ 
mental  in  our  deliberations. 

You  will  note  the  bill  provides  that  the  President  shall  appoint 
some  members  from  panels  recommended  by  the  two  municipal  asso¬ 
ciations,  the  Governors'  Conference,  the  Council  of  State  Govern¬ 
ments,  and  the  National  Association  of  County  Officials.  The  ques¬ 
tion  was  raised  this  morning  as  to  whether  this  procedure  is  as  advis¬ 
able  as  simply  authorizing  the  President  to  make  these  appointments 
in  consultation  with  the  State  and  local  organizations  named. 

.  Have  you  had  an  opportunity  to  think  about  this  provision  suffi¬ 
ciently  to  express  an  opinion  on  it  ? 

Senator  McCarthy.  I  would  have  to  take  a  kind  of  divided  posi¬ 
tion  on  this,  in  view  of  what  the  Senate  did  last  night,  and  say  we 
ought  to  negotiate  a  settlement  of  some  kind.  I  do  not  think  it  is  of 
great  consequence  in  the  approach  to  this  particular  problem.  What 
will  come  of  the  work  of  this  Commission  will  be  in  the  nature  of  rec¬ 
ommendations.  These  recommendations  will  be  based  on  testimony 
which  will  have  been  well  publicized.  We  will  have  to  move  on  from 
the  work  of  this  Commission  to  the  various  legislative  committees  of 
the  Congress  at  which  time  wTe  could,  I  hope,  set  right  anything  that 
may  have  gone  awry. 

.  Representative  Fountain.  The  point  was  raised  because  of  the  de¬ 
sire  of  all  of  us  to  have  a  Commission  that  is  as  representative  of  all 
levels  of  government  as  is  possible. 

Senator  McCarthy.  That  should  be  the  object. 

Representative  Fountain.  Any  other  questions  ?  [No  response.] 
Thank  you,  Senator,  for  a  fine  statement. 

Our  next  witness  is  the  distinguished  mayor  of  Seattle,  Wash., 
Mayor  Gordon  S.  Clinton. 

We  are  very  happy  to  have  you  with  us,  Mayor  Clinton,  and  are 
looking  forward  to  hearing  your  statement. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  GORDON  S.  CLINTON,  MAYOR  OF  THE  CITY  OF 

SEATTLE,  WASH. 

Mayor  Clinton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Hr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  joint  committee,  my  name  is  Gordon 
S.  Clinton.  I  am  mayor  of  the  city  of  Seattle,  Wash.,  appearing  here 
before  you  today  both  in  my  capacity  as  mayor  of  Seattle  and  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  American  Municipal  Association  on  whose  executive  com¬ 
mittee  I  have  the  honor  of  serving. 

The  American  Municipal  Association  is,  as  you  know,  the  national 
representative  of  approximately  13,000  municipal  governments 
throughout  the  United  States  and  Puerto  Rico.  It  is  organized  on 
the  basis  of  affiliation  with  the  State  Leagues  of  Municipalities  in  45 
States  plus  225  direct  member  cities. 

Cities  eligible  for  direct  membership  must  have  a  population  of 
50,000  or  more,  or  be  a  State  capital  or  one  of  the  10  largest  cities  in 
the  State. 

The  AMS’s  support  for  the  creation  of  a  permanent  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  is  of  long  standing. 

I  believe  that  the  original  resolution  passed  by  our  membership 
was  introduced  in  1954,  and  has  been  a  part  of  our  national  municipal 
policy  since  that  date. 
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We  support  the  creation  of  a  permanent  Commission  for  several 
very  important  reasons.  The  principal  one  of  which  is  the  fact  that 
the  existing  state  of  intergovernmental  relations  is  notably  poor  and 
that,  so  far,  attempts  to  promote  improvement  have  been  distinguished 
by  failure  or  inability  to  come  to  grips  with  the  problem. 

As  I  believe  the  members  of  this  committee  have  heard  at  consid¬ 
erable  length  and  with  some  repetition  perhaps,  the  whole  govern¬ 
ments  of  this  country  are  not  on  particularly  good  terms  with  the 
governments  of  the  respective  States.  Part  of  our  problems  with 
the  States  stem  primarily,  I  believe,  from  the  fact  that  they,  for  one 
reason  or  another,  are  unaware  of  or  not  particularly  interested  in 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  real  problems  being  faced  by  the  urban 
areas. 

In  fairness,  it  must  be  admitted  that  they,  on  the  State  level,  are 
preoccupied  with  what  they  consider  problems  equally  as  pressing  at 
the  State  level.  And  former  Governor  Muskie  will  certainly  echo 
that,  I  am  sure. 

It  is,  I  am  afraid,  also  true  that  the  States  find  urban  problems  com¬ 
plex,  not  amenable  to  easy  or  inexpensive  solution,  and  therefore  prefer 
to  let  the  local  governments  go  it  alone. 

As  I  think  you  well  know,  municipal  governments  generally  prefer 
to  deal  with  the  Federal  Government  because  they  find  it  more  sym¬ 
pathetic  and  responsive  to  urban  needs.  But  even  dealing  with  the 
Federal  Government  they  encounter  a  general  inability  to  completely 
comprehend  the  real  scope  of  the  total  urban  problem,  and  a  somewhat 
disturbing  lack  of  appreciation  of  their  fiscal  and  administrative 
limitations. 

We  honestly  believe  that  our  problems  are  not  fully  understood  nor 
fully  appreciated  at  either  the  State  or  Federal  levels  and  we  certainly 
welcome  any  sort  of  organization  which  could  make  our  problems 
real  and  compelling  to  the  States  and  to  our  Federal  Government. 

Secondly,  we  support  the  creation  of  the  Commission  because  by  the 
enactment  of  this  measure,  we  will  have  achieved  on  the  part  of 
Congress  and  the  President  formal  recognition  that  good  intergovern¬ 
mental  relations  are  essential  to  the  competent  conduct  of  government 
in  general. 

Thirdly,  a  Presidential  Commission  with  the  considerable  prestige 
that  attaches  to  such  groups  provides  an  open  forum  of  the  kind  needed 
to  objectively  analyze  and  discuss  the  functions  and  responsibilities 
of  the  various  levels  of  government  in  the  solution  of  problems  posed 
by  continued  and  accelerating  population  growths  and  urban  ex¬ 
pansion. 

Fourthly,  because  the  Commission  proposal  recognizes  the  need 
for  equitable,  responsible,  and  knowledgeable  representation  on  the 
part  of  all  levels  of  government,  and  I  believe  that  is  the  sense  of  the 
distinguished  Representative  Fountain  and  one  of  the  sponsors  of 
this  bill  an  awareness  of  that,  we  feel,  that  the  conclusions  reached 
as  a  result  of  its  deliberations  will  enjoy  considerable  acceptance  on 
the  part  of  all  levels  of  government.  Much  more  I  might  add  than 
has  been  possible  through  the  action  of  any  committee  or  other  ad 
hoc  group  established  to  carry  out  functions  of  the  kind  assigned 
by  the  bill  to  the  Advisory  Commission. 
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Finally,  we  believe  that  all  levels  of  government  should  studiously 
and  conscientiously  pursue  all  possible  courses  toward  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  better  and  more  efficient  government.  For,  after  all,  that 
is  the  task  of  all,  whether  it  is  on  a  local,  State,  or  National  basis. 

We  are  convinced  that  one  method  of  securing  this  objective  is  to 
develop  more  harmonious  relationships  between  States  and  Federal 
Government  and  the  municipalities. 

.  We  believe  that  under  our  Federal  system  the  fullfledged  and  con¬ 
tinuing  cooperation  of  all  levels  of  government  is  mandatory.  We 
believe  it  to  be  essential  to  our  future  as  a  Nation. 

We  also  very  firmly  believe  that  the  problems  and  areas  of  interest 
to  be  discussed  and  analyzed  by  the  Commission  must  be  approached 
with  a  reasonably  open  mind  and  on  the  basis  of  the  realization  that 
never  in  the  history  of  our  Nation  have  we  faced  the  kinds  and  types 
of  problems  that  our  urban  growth  and  development  pose  for  us  to¬ 
day.  When  we  realize  that  almost  two-thirds  of  the  people  of  the 
United  States  are  living  in  some  18  or  20  of  the  large  metropolitan 
areas  and  that  they  are  part  of  the  exploding  metropolis  that  we  are 
all  keenly  conscious  of,  particularly  those  who  work  most  directly  on 
the  local  level. 

I  am  certain  that  we  can  effect  better  intergovernmental  relation¬ 
ships,  that  we  can  encourage  and  promote  realinement  of  functional 
responsibilities  at  various  levels  of  government,  that  we  can  do  some 
within  the  broad  framework  of  government  laid  down  by  our  Con¬ 
stitution.  And  in  so  doing,  be  secure  in  the  knowledge  that  our  demo¬ 
cratic  process  and  individual  freedoms  need  never  be  violated  in  the 
course  of  our  work. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mayor  Clinton, 
for  your  very  significant  contribution  to  the  work  of  our  committee. 
Senator  Muskie? 

Senator  Muskie.  I  have  just  one  question  that  I  would  like  to  ask 
Mayor  Clinton.  At  the  outset  I  join  Congressman  Fountain  in  ex¬ 
pressing  appreciation  of  your  statement.  There  are  other  questions  I 
would  like  to  ask  but  time  is  fleeting. 

One  question  I  would  like  to  ask  is  this :  One  of  the  objections  which 
occurs  from  time  to  time  in  the  course  of  these  hearings  on  the  bills 
is  the  size  of  the  proposed  Commission.  It  is  suggested  that  it  would 
be  too  cumbersome  and  because  of  the  fact  that  it  cannot  meet  on  a 
continuing  basis,  that  it  might  not  give  the  positive  and  continuing 
direction  that  the  work  of  the  Commission  should  have. 

Of  course,  one  of  the  reasons  why  it  is  so  large  is  in  order  to  give 
broad  representation. 

Mayor  Clinton.  Yes. 

Senator  Muskie.  What  would  be  your  reaction  to  a  suggestion 
that  has  been  made  that  the  Commission  itself  ought  to  be  composed 
of  three  people  representing  each  of  the  three  levels  of  government 
and  advised  by  the  committee  which  is  broadly  representative  in  its 
makeup  ? 

By  asking  the  question  I  am  not  suggesting  any  personal  reaction 
to  it.  I  simply  inquire  as  to  yours. 

Mayor  Clinton.  As  you  have  aptly  stated,  part  of  the  sense  of  this 
proposed  legislation,  as  I  see  it,  is  to  provide  adequate  representation 
on  all  levels  of  the  government,  and  likewise  as  has  been  pointed  out, 
the  status  and  prestige  involved  of  a  Commission,  that  is  inescapable, 
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I  think  we  are  led  to  that.  The  thing  we  would  have  to  ask,  in  view 
of  the  problem  you  point  up,  which  is  a  real  one — because  here  you 
are  calling  on,  for  example,  mayors  and  representatives  of  States, 
Governors,  and  county  representatives,  and  there  would  be  a  need  for 
continuing  action — part  of  the  problem  is  maybe  a  physical  one.  I 
am  not  satisfied  just  in  my  first  reaction  that  a  three-man  commission 
would  have  the  breadth  that  I  think  we  would  want  if  we  were  to 
acquire  commission  status. 

It  just  seems  to  me,  that  is  my  first  reaction,  that  there  is  a  need  for 
the  President  to  be  in  on  this,  there  is  a  very  definite  need  for  Congress 
to  be  aware  of  it.  The  one  without  the  other  in  my  judgment  is  not 
satisfactory.  There  is  a  need,  yes,  for  the  State ;  and  this  goes  to  the 
point  of  another  level  of  government,  the  county  and  the  municipali¬ 
ties  with  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  and  American  Municipal 
Association  submitting  a  panel  from  which  several  would  be 
appointed. 

In  specific  answer  to  your  question  maybe  24  might  be  unwieldy, 
but  I  think  it  should  be  more  than  three,  otherwise  I  do  not  think  we 
get  the  broad  dissemination  of  support  and  understanding,  perhaps, 
that  we  are  seeking  in  such  a  permanent  commission  as  this.  That  is 
my  best  impression,  Senator. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  would  agree  with  you  wholeheartedly  that  we 
must  have  a  sense  of  participation  by  all  three  levels  of  government, 
that  State  and  local  governments  should  not  be  made  to  feel  that  this 
is  simply  another  Federal  agency. 

Mayor  Clinton.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Muskie.  Which  will  give  pious  attention  to  their  opinions 
and  judgments  and  problems,  but  continue  on  its  own.  I  agree  with 
that  wholeheartedly.  I  do  not  know  how  you  can  resolve  this  prob¬ 
lem  perfectly.  I  do  appreciate  your  comments.  Perhaps  6  or  12 
might  be  better. 

Thank  you. 

Representative  Fountain.  While  taking  testimony  in  our  regional 
hearings,  we  did  not  have  this  particular  legislation  in  mind.  It  is, 
rather,  an  outgrowth  of  the  testimony  which  we  received  throughout 
the  country.  One  of  the  things  we  frequently  heard,  particularly  from 
city  representatives,  is  that  the  point,  or  points  of  view  of  local  gov¬ 
ernment  are  not  always  represented  or  adequately  understood  when 
public  commissions  study  intergovernmental  relations.  And  we  found 
some  differences  of  opinion  as  between  the  representatives  of  large 
metropolitan  areas  and  those  from  smaller  communities.  And  we 
noted  the  same  thing  with  respect  to  the  counties,  where  you  have 
metropolitan  counties  as  well  as  rural  counties.  The  representation 
of  these  differing  viewpoints  at  the  local  level  alone  makes  a  very 
small  Commission  impractical. 

Moreover,  if  the  Advisory  Commission  is  to  function  effectively,  I 
can  well  envision  the  necessity  for  its  working  through  subcommittees 
so  that  certain  problems  will  be  studied  by  a  few  members  of  that 
Commission  on  a  continuing  basis. 

And  that  is  another  reason  for  a  larger  commission  than  we  might 
normally  prefer. 

I  would  like  to  ask  you  one  other  question.  Which  procedure  do 
you  think  is  preferable :  appointment  of  members  by  the  President 
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from  a  panel  submitted  by  the  various  levels  of  government  through 
their  organizations,  or  appointment  by  the  President  in  consultation 
with  and  upon  the  advice  of  these  various  organizations? 

Mayor  Clinton.  I  would  concur  with  the  statement  made  by  Sen¬ 
ator  McCarthy.  I  do  not  think  it  makes  too  much  difference.  I 
would  not  labor  the  point,  actually,  but  I  do  feel  that  the  important 
part  is  to  see  to  it  that  the  executive  branch  and  the  legislative  branch, 
together,  are  aware  that  there  is  not  a  hiatus  that  exists,  that,  for 
example,  if  Congress  is  aware  of  something  that  is  not  reflected  in  the 
executive  branch  and  vice  versa,  there  may  be  a  void  that  exists,  and 
something  less  than  the  complete  rapport  and  understanding  that  we 
seek  to  accomplish  by  such  a  bill  as  you  could  sponsor. 

Representative  Fountain.  One  witness  said  this  morning  that  he 
thought  it  possible  that  the  various  organizations  might  find  it  em¬ 
barrassing  to  select  the  panel  of  members  from  which  the  President 
would  make  the  appointments. 

Mayor  Clinton.  I  think  that  could  be  resolved  and  worked  out, 
actually. 

Representative  Fountain.  Mrs.  Dwyer. 

Representative  Dwyer.  No  questions. 

Representative  Fountain.  Any  other  questions?  (No  response.) 

.  Thank  you  very  much.  If  you  have  any  supplementary  sugges¬ 
tions  which  you  would  like  to  submit  to  the  Committee  for  the  record 
and  for  our  study,  we  will  be  happy  to  receive  them.  I  want  to  say 
that  we  are  not  wedded  to  any  particular  word  or  phrase  or  sentence 
of  this  bill ;  it  is  simply  the  best  that  wTe  have  been  able  to  work  out 
after  very  careful  study  and  deliberation. 

However,  if  it  can  be  improved  upon  in  the  interest  of  accomplish¬ 
ing  the  purposes  of  the  legislation,  we  certainly  want  to  do  so.  I  am 
sure  that  is  the  feeling  of  Senator  Muskie  and  Mrs.  Dwyer  and  other 
members  of  this  committee  as  well. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mayor  Clinton.  Thank  you. 

Representative  Fountain.  Our  next  witness  is  a  very  distinguished 
Member  of  Congress,  Representative  Harold  C.  Ostertag,  of  New 
York.  I  might  say  that  Congressman  Ostertag  has  had  much  expe¬ 
rience  in  this  fiejd  of  intergovernmental  relations.  He  served  as  a 
member  of  the  Iyestnbaum  Commission  and  also  served  as  chairman 
of  the  Joint  Legislative  Committee  on  Interstate  Cooperation  while 
a  member  of  the  New  York  State  Assembly. 

Congressman  Ostertag,  I  want  to  add,  was  very  helpful  to  us  when 
he  appeared  before  our  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee 
2  years  ago,  before  we  embarked  upon  our  field  hearings  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  Federal- State-local  relations. 

We  are  very  happy  to  have  you  with  us,  Congressman,  and  I  feel 
sure  you  will  make  a  substantial  contribution  to  these  hearings. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  HAROLD  C.  OSTERTAG,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Representative  Ostertag.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all,  I  want  to  congratulate  you  and  your 
committee  for  moving  ahead  in  this  important  field  of  intergovern¬ 
mental  relations. 

43013—59 - 9 
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I  appreciate  very  much  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  your  com- 
relationship  tolT  important  an(l  the  important  aspects  in 

As  you  have  pointed  out,  I  have  been  interested  in  improving  inter¬ 
governmental  relations  for  a  great  many  years,  in  fact,  the  minority 
of  my  years  of  public  service.  Before  coming  to  Congress  I  served 

Hnm  TriS  Tf^eiNeW  Y°1t:  Strtt®  Leg!slature  and  during  most  of  that 
vr‘  I  imd  the  honor  and  privilege  of  serving  as  the  chairman  of  the 
New  4 oik  Joint  (  ommittee  on  Interstate  Cooperation 
1  was  instrumental  in  the  formation  of  the  Council  of  State  Gov¬ 
ernments  and  served  for  many  years  on  the  council's  board  of  man- 

wm?  a?iiI+  |mk  ihe  di1SAlngUlshed  Senator  is  yery  familiar  with  the 

I  hitrodiJppd  "rd  and  tha!'  °ne  °f  the  first  Pieces  of  legislation  that 
tv’  ,1  wiencommg  to  Congress  provided  for  the  creation  of  a 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

it  ™f/°U  may  m110w’  wlien  tllls  Commission  was  created,  back  in  1953, 
it  was  my  privilege  to  serve  as  one  of  its  members. 

in  all  my  efforts  I  have  been  anxious  to  strengthen  State  novern- 
ment  and  make  it  more  effective,  to  facilitate  interstate  cooperation 

ou?gpveinment.and  COOrdmate  relati°ns  among  all  of  the  levels  ol 

,®aAS‘.?!ly’  \  believe  in  keeping  government  as  close  to  the  people 
as  possible.  I  believe  that  the  public  services  in  our  Federal  system 
loukl  be  decentralized  as  much  as  possible  but  consistent  with  the 
maintenance  of  responsible  and  effective  government. 

*  ;U.‘!  sometinies  dismayed  by  the  trend  of  thinking  here 
ashington  that  it  is  only  the  Federal  Government  which  has  the 
answers  to  the  many  problems  which  face  our  people  today. 

iere  seems  to  be  a  growing  acceptance  that  the  States  and  local 
communities  will  not  or  cannot  do  the  job  which  is  necessary 

^ore^for-6 the^olut^ons^f^th^ir 

thedeg^^^ 

uies  are  not  even  twice  their  former  amount  ’  ^ 

local  go— ts  can 

and°st^^in^r^^^d^^’  *^^^7  revSSii 

fundTmpn^fT  are  m  a  constitutional  straitjacket  today  with  their 
iunaamental  laws  as  outniod6cl  as  Ar'V  ^ u  i 
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Now,  our  Federal  system  of  government  is  a  wonderful  system 
which  has  never  been  surpassed  anywhere  in  the  world.  But  the 
influences  and  movements  which  operate  upon  it  are  constantly  chang¬ 
ing- 

In  fact  there  is  nothing  more  certain  within  our  Federal  system  than 
that  of  the  constant  changing  in  the  relationships  among  its  several 
levels  of  operation. 

For  example,  the  unprecedented  growth  which  our  country  is  exper¬ 
iencing  is  bringing  amazing  changes.  There  are  28  million  more 
Americans  today  than  there  were  10  years  ago ;  in  another  10  years 
our  population  is  expected  to  exceed  the  2'00  million  mark.  The 
American  people  are  on  the  move  as  never  before  and  they  are  reshap¬ 
ing  our  communities  and  cities  as  a  result. 

We  have  changed  from  an  agrarian  to  an  urban  nation.  In  the  last 
10  years,  12  million  people  have  moved  to  the  suburbs.  America  is 
bui  sting  out  at  the  seams.  I  his  is  the  greatest  population  movement 
m  our  history. 

Now,  on  the  former  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 
the  so-called  Ivestnbaum  Commission,  we  concluded  exhaustive  studies 
in  a  great  many  areas  of  intergovernmental  relations.  There  was 
not  agreement  on  all  of  our  findings  but  one  thing  on  which  we  did 
agree,  was  that  there  was  a  definite  need  for  continuous  study  and 
observation  of  intergovernmental  relations  in  this  country.  "Some 
felt  that  this  could  best  be  done  from  an  office  in  the  executive.  Others 
felt  that  a  broader  independent  commission  would  be  more  suitable 
for  the  purpose.  So,  while  there  may  be  various  vehicles  for  carrying 
out  this  work,  I  feel  that  the  bills  which  are  being  considered  by 
this  committee  are  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 

The  aims  of  the  Commission  which  is  proposed  are  very  sound  and 
worthy  of  attainment.  I  note  that  this  is  to  be  an  advisory  commis¬ 
sion,  but  I  would  hope  that  this  committee  would  consider  more  meas¬ 
ures  for  translating  the  advice  and  recommendations  of  such  an 
advisory  commission  into  concrete  results. 

One  of  the  disappointing  features  of  the  valued  and  outstanding 
work  of  the  Kestnbaum  Commission  has  been  the  failure  to  obtain 
significant  improvements  based  on  these  recommendations.  I  am  dis¬ 
turbed  m  the  realization  that  so  often  we  establish  guidelines  for  inter¬ 
governmental  relations  based  on  the  principles  on  which  our  Republic 
was  founded,  yet  the  trend  seems  to  be  to  ignore  these  objectives  and 
march  off  in  the  opposite  direction. 

We  who  are  close  to  this  field  know  that,  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
improvement  necessary  in  intergovernmental  relations  in  order  to 
keep  our  Federal  system  strong  and  healthy.  There  could  be  a  mean¬ 
ingful  review  in  the  fields  of  taxation,  public  assistance,  management 
of  public  lands,  law  enforcement,  sedition,  education,  and,  in  fact,  in 
the  entire  field  of  Federal  grants-in-aid. 

My  interest  in  this  field,  of  course,  has  also  extended  to  somewhat 
similar  legislation  which  I  have  introduced  in  this  Congress.  I  am 
referring  to  my  bill,  H.R.  2416,  to  create  a  Commission  on  Metro¬ 
politan  Problems  and  Urban  Development.  As  I  said  earlier,  we 
have  changed  from  an  agrarian  nation  to  an  urban  one.  More  than 
two-thirds  of  our  people  now  live  in  metropolitan  areas,  and  this  pro¬ 
portion  is  increasing.  In  fact,  a  new  word,  “megalopolis,”  has  been 
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introduced  into  our  language  to  describe  the  tremendous  concentra¬ 
tion  of  metropolitan  areas.  But  I  believe  that  my  bill  and  those  which 
are  being  considered  here  today  represent  different  approaches  to 
different  areas  of  this  problem  and  might  be  considered  complementary 
rather  than  conflicting. 

Of  course,  with  any  of  these  proposals  we  must  face  the  reaction 
which  can  be  expected  to  the  creation  of  another  commission.  But 
when  a  good  cause  is  to  be  served,  as  in  this  case,  I  think  this  is  an 
obstacle  which  can  be  overcome  by  logical  and  sound  explanations. 

Certainly  there  is  a  continuing  need  for  machinery  in  our  govern¬ 
mental  structure  to  provide  the  guidance  and  the  balance  essential  to 
strengthening  our  system  of  government.  The  creation  of  a  con¬ 
tinuing  commission  on  intergovernmental  relations,  in  my  judgment, 
makes  possible  such  machinery  and  provides  the  means  for  the  neces¬ 
sary  followthrough  which  is  so  important  to  the  very  objectives  we 
seek. 

Once  again  I  want  to  express  my  appreciation  to  you,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  and  to  the  members  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  for  the  opportunity  to  express  myself  on  this  important 
subject,  and  I  want  you  to  know  I  join  with  you  in  your  objective. 

Representative  Fountain.  Sometimes  Members  of  Congress  are 
quite  sensitive  to  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  any  organization  to  tell 
them  how  to  legislate,  and  we  have  drafted  this  legislation  so  that  the 
Commission  would  not  in  any  way  infringe  on  the  responsibilities  of 
the  Congress.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  there  is  substantial  merit  to 
the  suggestion  which  you  have  made,  and  which  others  have  made, 
that  if  this  Commission  is  to  function  effectively  it  ought  to  have  the 
authority  to  make  recommendations  so  as  to  facilitate  implementation 
of  its  studies. 

I  would  like  to  call  attention  to  what  you  have  already  pointed  out — 
that  several  bills  are  now  before  the  Dawson  subcommittee  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Government  Operations  (including  H.R.  2416, 
which  you  introduced)  for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  temporary  Study 
Commission  on  Metropolitan  Problems  and  Urban  Development. 

These  bills,  as  I  understand  it,  are  primarily  concerned  with  the 
formulation  of  national  guidelines,  relative  to  local  government  struc¬ 
ture  and  revenue  policies,  adequate  to  insure  sound  and  orderly  growth 
in  our  rapidly  expanding  metropolitan  areas.  This  unquestionably 
is  an  important  problem  and  one  to  which  the  subcommittee  has  given 
some  attention  in  the  past.  It  is  evident  from  the  subcommittee’s  in¬ 
vestigations  that  study  and  planning  are  vitally  needed  and  should  be 
encouraged  to  assure  the  healthy  growth  of  our  dynamic  urban  and 
metropolitan  centers. 

Without  passing  on  the  merits  of  these  bills  presently  before  the 
Dawson  subcommittee,  I  want  to  point  out  that  as  I  see  it  there  is  no 
conflict,  as  you  have  said,  or  substantial  duplication  between  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  these  bills  and  the  bills  with  which  we  are  concerned  in  these 
joint  hearings. 

The  various  bills  for  a  commission  on  metropolitan  problems  con¬ 
template  a  temporary  body  to  conduct  a  specialized  and  intensive 
study.  By  contrast,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmen¬ 
tal  Relations  would  have  the  continuing  responsibility  for  reviewing 
the  overall  pattern  of  relationships  in  our  Federal  system  with  a  view 
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toward  finding  the  optimum  balance  at  any  given  time  between  the 
levels  of  government.  By  the  very  nature  of  its  composition,  the  Ad¬ 
visory  Commission  should  be  a  valuable  instrument  for  promoting  bet¬ 
ter  understanding,  which  we  discovered  is  so  desperately  needed,  as 
well  as  more  effective  action  in  dealing  with  those  problems  which  are 
the  common  concern  of  Federal,  State  and  local  government.  Its  goal 
would  be  to  encourage  cooperation  rather  than  competition  and  dis¬ 
cord  among  the  levels  of  government. 

While  the  Advisory  Commission’s  broad  assignment  of  responsi¬ 
bility  will  neceessarily  overlap  to  some  extent  the  specialized  area  of 
study  which  might  be  assigned  to  a  commission  on  metropolitan  prob¬ 
lems,  I  believe  that  to  whatever  extent  there  is  an  overlap,  it  would  be 
relatively  small  and  any  duplication  could  easily  be  eliminated  by  co¬ 
operation  between  the  two  groups  in  the  event  the  metropolitan  study 
commission  is  created.  Do  you  agree  with  that  ? 

Representative  Ostertag.  I  wholeheartedly  agree  with  you. 

You  have  stated  what  I  believe  to  be  so  and  you  have  stated  it  well. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you.  Senator  Muskie. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  want  to  say  also  I  appreciate  your  coming  here, 
making  your  statement  and  contributing  to  our  thinking  in  this  field. 

I  am  delighted  as  is  Congressman  Fountain  that  you  touched  upon 
this  point  of  how  do  we  get  results  with  this  kind  of  Commission. 
I  think  it  is  a  curious  and  interesting  thing  that  people  who  would 
disagree  violently  with  each  other  as  to  what  functions  are  to  be 
performed  by  these  various  levels  of  government  are  joining  in  the 
support  of  this  legislation.  I  take  it  that  each  of  these  groups  feels 
that  the  studies  which  would  be  made  by  this  Commission  would 
prove  their  case.  It  may  or  may  not,  but  at  least  this  diverse  sup¬ 
port  indicates  that  we  have  too  few  answers  to  the  problems  of  inter¬ 
governmental  relations.  If  the  answers  indicate  that  the  Federal 
Government  ought  to  be  doing  more,  we  can  accept  them.  If  they 
indicate  the  Federal  Government  is  doing  too  much,  we  can  accept 
that,  too. 

It  must  have  been  an  interesting  experience  to  serve  on  the  Kestn- 
baum  Commission. 

Representative  Ostertag.  Yes,  it  was  a  fine  experience.  And  it 
was  not  only  a  fine  experience  but  it  brought  into  focus  many  of 
the  complex  problems  that  have  developed  since  the  inception  and 
the  founding  of  this  great  Republic  of  ours.  Being  realistic  to  the 
changes  and  the  need  for  strengthening  our  whole  system  and  the  in¬ 
tergovernmental  relations  is  recognition  of  a  real  challenge.  The 
thing  that  I  am  disturbed  about  more  than  anything  else  is  the  fact 
that  we  all  accept  and  recognize  these  fundamentals  and  these  basic 
changes.  Yet  we  seem,  as  I  said  earlier,  to  march  off  in  the  opposite 
direction.  I  believe  a  continuing  Commission  such  as  you  propose 
could  not  only  serve  as  a  guide  toward  recommendations  and  the 
strengthening  of  these  relationships,  but  act  as  a  sort  of  a  watchdog 
in  preventing  the  things  that  ought  not  happen. 

In  connection  with  the  problems  of  our  cities  or  our  urban  and 
metropolitan  problems,  it  is  true  that  this  is  an  exceptionally  grow¬ 
ing  problem,  but  a  continuing  commission  such  as  is  proposed  here 
would  be  more  or  less  a  permanent  day-to-day,  year-to-year  study  and 
functioning  agency.  On  the  other  hand,  a  temporary  commission 
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dealing  with  urban  development  and  metropolitan  problems  could 
and  should  be  on  a  temporary  basis,  sufficient  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  provide  the  guidelines  essential  to  meeting  this  problem  which  is 
here  today. 

I  concur  with  the  statement  of  the  chairman  that  they  are  not  in 
conflict  but  complementary  to  one  another  in  their  objectives  and  in 
their  necessity. 

My  experience  and  membership  on  the  Kestnbaum  Commission 
was  in  keeping  with  my  activities  while  in  the  New  York  State 
Legislature  and  in  the  Council  of  State  Governments,  and  I  want 
to  say  to  you,  Senator,  and  to  the  members  of  the  committee,  that 
there  are  many  people  who  regard  these  matters  are  basically  one 
of  State  rights.  I  clo  not  share  that  conviction,  nor  do  I  believe  we 
should  approach  the  problem  on  that  basis.  I  never  have  felt  that 
we  should  consider  intergovernmental  relations  strictly  on  a  funda¬ 
mental  question  of  States  rights  but  rather  on  the  basis  of  States 
responsibilities.  I  think  it  is  essential  to  find  out  how  we  can 
strengthen  the  States  and  their  communities,  how  we  can  work  to¬ 
gether  and  overcome  some  of  the  complexities  that  are  here  by  way 
of  new  developments  and  new  growth.  During  my  tenure  in  the 
State  and  interstate  fields,  we  were  a  party  to  the  creation  of  many 
interstate  compacts,  several  of  them  involving  your  State  of  Maine. 
The  New  England  Pollution  Control  Act,  the  New  England  Forest 
Fire  Compact,  the  Interstate  Sanitation  Commission,  and  many  other 
interstate  agencies  have  been  created  as  a  result  of  interstate  coopera¬ 
tion  to  coordinate  the  States  in  meeting  common  problems. 

There  are  many  reciprocal  agreements  that  have  been  entered  into 
in  years  past,  and  many  unif orm  laws  adopted. 

It  seems  to  me  that  in  many  respects  this  commission  could  and 
would  provide  the  guidance  necessary  in  the  many  fields  requiring 
intergovernmental  relations.  Through  better  understanding  and  co¬ 
ordination  many  of  these  vexing  problems  can  be  met  on  the  State  and 
local  levels  and  thereby  ward  off  the  rapid  trend  toward  centralization 
of  power  and  responsibility  in  the  National  Government.  The 
stronger  the  Federal  Government  becomes,  the  weaker  our  system  of 
government  under  our  Republic  grows. 

So  it  appears  to  me  that  on  the  one  hand  we  not  only  have  new  prob¬ 
lems  and  new  responsibility,  but  if  we  are  concerned  with  the  very 
foundation  on  which  this  Republic  has  been  conceived  and  grown 
and  become  great,  that  we  have  a  challenge  here  even  greater  than 
we  ourselves  suspect. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  want  to  announce,  Congressman,  that 
we  have  had  a  quorum  call  in  the  House.  You  have  given  us  some 
very  fine  supplementary  testimony  in  addition  to  your  statement,  and 
we  certainly  appreciate  your  thinking  on  this  subject.  Thank  you 
very  much  for  coming. 

Representative  Ostertag.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Muskie.  We  will  take  a  short  recess,  but  before  doing  so, 
I  will  read  this  into  the  record. 

Mayor  Wagner  of  New  York  planned  to  be  here  personally  to 
testify,  but  recent  developments  in  the  strike  of  hospital  employees  in 
New  York  City  make  it  impossible  for  him  to  be  here  today.  His 
legislative  representative,  Mr.  Bernard  Ruggieri,  was  here  earlier  to 
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pianesclSler  Wagner’S  statement>  but  he  had  to  leave  to  meet  a 

We  will  include  a  copy  of  Mayor  Wagner’s  statement  in  the  record. 
( rhe  statement  of  the  Honorable  Robert  F.  Wagner,  mayor  of  New 
xoi-k City,  is  as  follows:) 


Statement  of  Hon.  Robert  F.  Wagner,  Mayor,  New  York  City,  on  Behalf 
of  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors 


t  n™‘  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  Robert  F.  Wagner 
i  mayor  of  New  York  City.  I  appear  here  today  on  behalf  the  U  S  Con- 

inactaent  t  °ie  imme(liate  Past  president,  to  support  the 

of,  f • . 2026  and  its  companion  measure,  H.R.  6904,  which  would 
establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

Musk^hUlTwom^fT1^^0^8!-011  SUCh  as  Pr°P°sed  in  the  Fountain-Dwyer- 
Muskie  bills  would  for  the  first  time  establish  a  statutory  forum  for  the  dis- 

Mnvn°n  0f  Ied,:ra1/  State,  and  local  problems.  We  in  the  U.S.  Conference  of 

won IrPi nrG n aTlTl  pl?a|ed  that  the  proposed  membership  of  the  Commission 
w  ould  include  at  least  four  mayors,  along  with  the  other  categories  of  public 

official  and  private  citizens  set  forth  in  the  bill.  The  inclusion  of  local  govern¬ 
ment  officials  in  the  membership  of  the  Commission  will  fill  a  long  neglected 
need.  In  recent  years  the  critics  have  not  had  an  official  spokesman  at  the 
conference  table  when  intergovernmental  affairs  were  being  discussed.  As  a 
result  decisions  were  reached  which  had  impact  upon  the  cities  without  prior 
consultation  with  them. 

We  need  to  encourage  understanding  and  cooperation  between  all  levels  of 
government  Federal,  State,  and  local.  It  is  in  the  belief  that  the  Fountain- 
iiwyer-Muskie  bills  would  encourage  such  understanding  and  cooperation  that 
I  come  here  today  to  endorse  them. 


I  know  that  the  members  of  this  joint  hearing  committee  are  aware  of  the 
increasingly  complex  problems  we  in  city  government  face.  You  gentlemen 
have  had  hearings  on  the  problems  of  intergovernmental  relations  in  various 
cities  throughout  the  country.  Y’ou  know  that  there  are  areas  of  misunder¬ 
standing  or  conflict  between  the  city  and  State  governments.  You  know  that 
there  are  many  in  city  government  who  feel  that  the  States  do  not  understand 
our  problems  and  because  of  underrepresentation  of  our  urban  populations,  that 
the  States  are  not  likely  to  act  to  effectively  meet  the  problems  of  the  city. 
By  the  creation  of  a  permanent  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  you  will  not  by  that  act  solve  our  problems  but  you  will  provide  a 
means  by  which  many  of  them  can  be  discussed,  examined,  and  understood  by 
public  officials,  Federal,  State,  and  local,  and  such  discussion,  examination,  and 
understanding  is  a  necessary  first  step  toward  the  solution  of  our  problems. 


Senator  Muskie.  We  will  recess  until  the  Members  of  the  House 
attend  to  their  pressing  duties. 

(Whereupon,  the  subcommittee  took  a  short  recess.) 

Representative  Fountain.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 


STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOHN  R.  FOLEY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  MARYLAND 

Congressman  John  R.  Foley,  from  the  great  State  of  Maryland, 
will  present  our  next  very  distinguished  witness.  Congressman  Foley. 

Representative  Foley.  Mr.  Chairman,  Senator  Muskie,  Congress- 
woman  Dwyer:  It  is  my  genuine  privilege  for  the  first  time  since 
I  have  been  down  on  Capitol  Hill  to  present  one  of  my  constituents 
"before  a  committee,  and  I  am  particularly  honored  to  present  the 
witness  who  is  going  to  appear  before  you  now.  He  is  Saul  Stem. 

A  recital  of  his  constructive  political  efforts  would  take  a  great  deal 
of  time  so  I  will  just  hit  a  few  highspots.  Mr.  Stern  is  presently  the 
mayor  of  the  village  of  North  Chevy  Chase.  He  is  the  chairman  of 
the  Montgomery  County  chapter  of  the  Maryland  Municipal  League. 
Just  this  past  week,  the  Governor  of  our  great  State,  Governor  Tawes, 
appointed  Saul  as  a  member  of  the  Maryland  State  Planning  Com¬ 
mission. 
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We  are  very  proud  of  Mr.  Stern.  We  respect  his  views  highly 
and  we  respect  his  dedicated  political  effort  and  his  governmental 
activities  even  more  highly.  So  I  am  very  honored  to  present  and 
introduce  to  you  Mr.  Saul  Stern. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  are  de¬ 
lighted  to  have  you  with  us,  Mr.  Stern.  I  saw  in  the  Evening  Star 
where  the  Governor  was  trying  to  find  you  so  he  could  get  you  to  serve 
on  that  Commission. 

STATEMENT  OF  SAUL  I.  STERN,  CHAIRMAN,  MONTGOMERY  COUNTY 
CHAPTER,  MARYLAND  MUNICIPAL  LEAGUE 

Mr.  Stern.  I  am  certainly  very  appreciative  of  the  opportunity 
to  appear  here  before  this  very  august  body.  I  want  to  thank  Con¬ 
gressman  Foley  for  all  of  the  extremely  kind  words  that  he  said  about 
me  and  I  only  hope  I  am  worthy  of  them. 

Incidentally,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Governor  did  find  me,  but  he  was 
not  really  seeking  me  that  hard.  I  was  j ust  as  happy  to  accept  the  post 
as  he  was  to  give  it  to  me. 

I  am  here  representing  the  Montgomery  County  Chapter  of  the 
Municipal  League  as  its  chairman.  There  are  16  municipalities  which 
are  members  of  this  particular  chapter  and  we  represent  approximately 
100,000  persons,  which  is  about  one-third  of  the  country’s  population. 

However,  I  think  the  important  issue  resides  in  the  fact  that  we  are 
a  part  of  the  vast  metropolitan  complex  of  the  Washington  area.  And 
in  my  opinion  we  probably  represent  as  solid  an  example  of  the  need 
for  extraordinarily  good  intergovernmental  relations  as  any  area  of 
the  country.  There  is  the  Federal  city  under  the  rule  of  Congress; 
there  are  two  States,  Maryland  and  Virginia;  and  there  are  five 
counties,  all  within  the  complex.  I  represent  16  municipalities;  and 
in  neighboring  Prince  Georges  County  we  have  27  more;  that  is  a 
total  of  43  municipalities.  I  cannot  speak  from  knowledge  of  the 
number  in  Virginia. 

However,  I  think  that  the  presence  of  someone  like  myself  is  really 
vital  to  testify  in  need  of  such  a  study.  As  your  chairman  has  said, 
there  are  a  number  of  different  approaches  and  attitudes  involved  and 
I  think  perhaps  I  represent  an  important  approach  since  I  speak  for 
cities  substantially  below  25,000.  Our  largest  city  in  the  league 
chapter  is  approximately  25,000. 

A  good  many  of  us  in  municipal  government  feel  like  Alice  looking 
in  the  looking  glass,  when  she  said  things  are  not  what  they  seem  to 
be.  They  are  not  what  they  seem  to  be,  because  there  is  a  great  deal 
of  confusion  which  surrounds  the  services,  the  duties,  and  the  re¬ 
sponsibilities  which  are  imposed  upon  us  and  which  we,  or  other  gov¬ 
ernmental  agencies,  are  or  should  be  performing. 

Now  let  me  illustrate.  I  have  just  returned  from  the  annual  con¬ 
ference  of  the  Maryland  Municipal  League,  comprised  of  roughly 
187  municipalities.  The  gnawing  and  incessant  theme  of  talk  among 
the  mayors  and  the  councilmen  related  to  what  are  their  duties  and 
responsibilities,  and  wherein  do  they  have  jurisdiction  over  this  and 
that  problem  ?  Of  course  the  one  that  is  most  pressing  at  the  moment 
is  our  need  for  a  greater  share  of  the  tax  dollar  if  we  are  going  to  pro¬ 
vide  and  perform  certain  services. 
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But  the  problems  of  roads,  transportation,  water,  water  pollution, 
and  sanitation  were  discussed,  and  I  could  go  on  ad  infinitum  with  the 
myriad  other  problems  that  arose  during  the  course  of  our  discussions. 
However,  it  essentially  resolved  down  to  who  does  what.  Is  it  the  role 
and  function  of  the  Federal  Government,  the  State,  or  the  county 
was  often  asked  about  specific  issues  being  discussed. 

There  is  currently  talk  about  abolition  of  this  level  of  government  or 
of  that  level  of  government.  I  do  not  think  this  is  a  criteria  nor  an 
answer.  I  do  think  what  we  need  do  is  to  sit  down  and  discuss  our  , 
common  problems.  We  need  to  establish  strong  lines  of  communica-( 
tions  between  all  levels  of  government. 

And  I  hope  when  this  Commission  is  set  up  that  there  will  be  recog¬ 
nition,  for  example,  on  the  municipal  level  of  the  smaller  cities  as  well 
as  the  larger  urban  communities  to  engage  in  such  discussions. 

But  if  we  do  sit  down  and  talk  about  these  problems  we  can  ascer-1 
tain  what  they  are  as  oftentimes  we  do  not  know  their  nature.  Prob¬ 
lem  recognition  is  one  of  the  pressing  issues  that  faces  us. 

Now,  for  example,  with  regard  to  some  of  the  intergovernmental 
problems  in  the  Washington  area  I  would  like  to  cite  three  instances 
which  come  to  my  mind.  I  think  with  the  Washington  Area  Metro¬ 
politan  Conference  we  have  taken  a  long  step  forward.  I  do  not 
think  this  is  the  answer,  in  part  or  in  whole,  of  what  you  are  attempt¬ 
ing  to  do  in  this  committee.  It  is  but  an  example  of  achievement  for 
from  this  conference  has  emerged  an  interstate  compact  in  mass  trans¬ 
portation. 

Granted  that  this  may  be  a  halting  and  faltering  beginning,  it  is 
nevertheless  an  important  one.  I  think  we  can  all  agree  upon  that. 
First  of  all,  the  problem  was  recognized,  then  talked  about,  and  finally 
some  action  was  taken  relative  to  it. 

Another  problem  which  besets  us  here  in  the  W ashington  area— and 
I  am  certain  this  is  true  wherever  there  are  large  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  installations — is  the  one  relating  to  school  funds  for  impacted 
areas.  This  is  one  requiring  considerable  discussion  because  there  is 
a  tremendous  amount  of  confusion  surrounding  the  particular 
problem. 

I  would  like  to  reduce  the  next  problem  to  the  two  of  the  lower 
denominators  of  government.  It  is  one  which  we  partially  settled 
on  a  county-municipal  level.  We  first  recognized  our  problem  and 
then  went  to  work  to  remove  suspicions,  accusations,  mistrusts,  doubts, 
and  recriminations.  Under  the  aegis  of  my  chairmanship  of  the 
Montgomery  County  Chapter  of  the  Municipal  League,  the  counties 
had  a  very  difficult  problem  relative  to  the  maintenance  of  joint 
county-municipal  roads.  Nothing  had  been  done  by  some  of  our1 
member  municipalities  over  a  good  many  years.  The  sores  were  quite 
deep  and  they  did  not  seem  to  be  healing  at  all.  We  got  the  county 
council  and  ourselves  together  and  talked  about  the  problem.  Then 
the  municipalities  set  up  a  study  committee  which  made  recommenda¬ 
tions  upon  which  we  are  now  taking  action.  But  the  important  point 
is  that  we  established  lines  of  communication.  We  further  established 
a  mechanism  for  the  solution  of  a  problem.  But  we  had  to  recognize 
what  our  problem  was  before  we  could  do  so.  Which  leads  me  to  the 
point  that  this  particular  Commission  should  be  working  out  these 
areas  of  responsibility  and  it  would  ultimately  be  determining  what 
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levels  of  government  could  best  provide  for  the  handling  of  certain 
services.  There  would  be  a  clearer,  a  more  coherent  specification  of 
functions,  duties,  and  responsibilities.  There  is  a  crying  need  now 
for  the  reappraisal  and  redistribution  of  the  role  of  each  political 
subdivision. 

At  our  conference  our  principal  speaker  was  one  of  your  eminent 
colleagues  in  the  Senate,  Senator  Muskie.  He  was  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Massachusetts,  Hon.  John  F.  Kennedy,  and  he  had 
this  final  remark  to  say : 

*  *  *  Congress  will  not  yield  vital  public  functions  affecting  our  Nation’s 
strength  to  uninterested,  unresponsive,  and  unrepresentative  State  and  local 
governments. 

I  think  this  is  not  the  truth.  I  believe  that  those  of  you  who  have 
been  in  contact  with  State,  county,  and  municipal  officials  can  agree 
that  the  vast  majority  of  these  elective  and  appointive  officials  are  very 
dedicated  and  devoted  public  servants.  I  believe  a  great  many  of  the 
problems,  a  great  part  of  the  inaction,  arises  from  the  fact  that  these 
particular  officials  are  confused,  and  they  have  no  course  or  direction 
because  they  are  truly  bewildered  by  the  complexities  of  our  popula¬ 
tion  and  physical  growth.  And  of  course  all  of  us  who  are  public 
officials  are  staggered  by  the  spiraling  costs  of  government.  We 
wonder  where  the  dollars  are  going  to  come  from  to  provide  the  in¬ 
creased  demands  of  service  which  our  population  is  insisting  upon. 
And  I  think  that  if  this  Commission  is  set  up — and  I  am  most  hope¬ 
ful  that  it  will  be — and  if  it  sits  down  to  determine  the  roles,  func¬ 
tions,  duties,  and  services  that  the  various  levels  of  government 
should  perform  in  light  of  these  constant  changing  conditions  imposed 
bv  growth,  that  we  will  have  made  a  real  step  forward  to  the  solution 
of  the  financial  as  well  as  a  good  many  of  our  other  problems. 

I  think  we  need  to  have  representatives  of  the  Federal  Government, 
and  representatives  of  the  State,  county,  and  municipal  governments 
sitting  down  and  discussing  these  problems  together.  We  need,  how¬ 
ever,  first  of  all  to  determine  what  our  common  problems  are.  We 
should  study  at  a  very  early  stage  the  emerging  problems.  We  must 
come  to  a  recognition  of  the  problems  and  issues  which  we  must  face 
in  the  future  because  of  the  growth  which  proceeds  so  rapidly  apace 
for  us  in  this  country. 

Then  I  think  there  should  be  positive  recommendations  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  our  Constitution  and  our  Federal  system,  and  therefrom 
could  result  a  reallocation  of  functions  and  responsibilities  among  the 
various  governmental  hierarchies. 

Of  course  I  am  concerned  about — as  I  said  earlier — about  the  re¬ 
criminations  which  exist  among  the  various  levels  of  government 
because  I  believe  there  is  a  need  for  existence  of  all.  If  our  Federal 
system  is  to  be  workable,  if  it  is  to  be  vital,  and  if  it  is  to  be  continued 
on  a  strong  and  firm  basis,  then  we  must  have  this  sort  of  study.  But 
we  must  have  survival  of  all  systems  of  government.  It  is  my  firm 
belief  that  as  long  as  people  participate  in  government  at  all  levels 
that  we  will  have  a  very  strong,  vibrant,  and  a  really  meaningful 
democracy.  And  I  am  most  hopeful  that  the  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  will  set  up  on  a  continuing  basis.  I  think  it 
should  be  established  now  and  should  be  placed  on  a  permanent  basis- 
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Members  of  the  committee,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  an  opportunity 
to  appear  before  you  and  to  testify  in  behalf  of  our  Montgomery 
County  chapter  of  the  Municipal  League. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  valuable 
contribution  to  our  work.  You  emphasized  one  point  which  came  to 
my  mind  repeatedly  during  the  course  of  our  regional  hearings,  as  I 
heard  witness  after  witness  testify  about  the  problems  of  his  respective 
level  of  government.  And  that  is  the  necessity  of  establishing  lines 
of  communication.  In  other  words,  if  the  representatives  of  the 
various  levels  of  government  can  get  together  in  a  cooperative  spirit 
and  understand  each  other’s  problems,  it  seems  to  me  they  are  very 
likely  to  come  forth  with  some  concrete  ideas  and  proposals  which 
will  be  helpful  to  the  continued  maintenance  of  strong  local,  State,  and 
Federal  Governments,  and  if  our  Federal  system  is  to  survive,  we  must 
have  strong  local  governments,  strong  State  governments,  and  a 
strong  Federal  Government. 

Senator  Muskie  ? 

Senator  Muskie.  I  have  no  questions.  I  do  appreciate  the  state¬ 
ment.  I  think  it  ought  to  be  made  part  of  the  record  that  Mr.  Stern 
is  a  transplanted  State  of  Mainer. 

I  want  to  commend  the  good  sense  of  the  Governor  of  Maryland 
in  selecting  his  services. 

Representative  Dwyer.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stern.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Representative  Fountain.  The  committee  will  stand  recessed  until 
10  a.m.,  next  Monday,  when  we  will  meet  in  room  1501  in  the  New 
House  Office  Building  to  hear  Mr.  Meyer  Kestnbaum,  former  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  and  Gov. 
G.  Mennen  Williams  of  the  State  of  Michigan. 

(Whereupon,  at  12:52  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  adjourned,  to 
reconvene  at  10  a.m.,  Monday,  June  22,  1959.) 
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TO  ESTABLISH  AN  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 
(H.R.  6904,  H.R.  6905,  S.  2026) 


MONDAY,  JUNE  22,  1959 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 
Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

and  Senate  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  House  subcommittee  and  Senate  committee  met,  pursuant  to 
recess,  at  10 : 20  a.m.,  in  room  1301,  New  House  Office  Building,  Rep¬ 
resentative  L.  H.  Fountain  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Fountain,  Dwyer,  Langen,  Smith,  Hoff¬ 
man  ;  and  Senator  Ervin. 

Also  present:  James  R.  Naughton,  counsel,  and  Dr.  Delphis  C. 
Goldberg,  professional  staff  member,  Intergovernmental  Relations 
Subcommittee;  Walter  L.  Reynolds,  staff  director,  and  Dr.  Eli  E. 
Nobleman,  professional  staff  member,  Senate  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations. 

Representative  Fountain.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

We  are  very  happy  to  have  with  us  this  morning  Mr.  Meyer  Kestn- 
baum,  who  is  here  in  his  personal  capacity  as  the  former  Chairman  of 
the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

Mr.  Kestnbaum  is  also  presently  a  Federal  member  of  the  Joint 
Federal-State  Action  Committee. 

We  appreciate  your  coming,  Mr.  Kestnbaum,  to  give  us  the  benefit 
of  your  thinking  in  connection  with  H.R.  6904,  H.R.  6905,  and  S.  2026, 
which  are  identical  bills  designed  to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  at  this  time. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  MEYER  KESTNBAUM,  FORMER  CHAIRMAN, 

COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS,  AND  PRES¬ 
ENTLY  A  FEDERAL  MEMBER  OF  THE  JOINT  FEDERAL-STATE 

ACTION  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  Kestnbaum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  appreciate  very  much  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  discuss  the  bills  which  have  been  introduced  with  a  view 
to  establishing  an  Advisory  Committee  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  my  interest  in  this  subject  goes  back 
to  the  time  when  I  was  appointed  Chairman  of  the  Commission  on 
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Intergovernmental  Relations,  and  as  you  have  been  good  enough  to 
suggest,  I  am  here  in  my  capacity  as  a  citizen  and  as  a  former  Chair¬ 
man  of  that  Commission. 

I  hope  that  you  will  permit  me,  first  to  applaud  the  work  that  has 
been  done  by  your  subcommittee.  To  my  mind  this  has  beep  a  most 
objective,  painstaking,  and  thorough  inquiry  into  a  most  complicated 
subject.  You  have  developed  testimony  and  reports  that  are  going 
to  be  extremely  valuable  to  all  students  of  the  subject,  and  I  know 
of  no  inquiry  of  this  kind  that  has  been  conducted  on  a  more  objective 
basis,  in  the  spirit  of  ascertaining  the  true  facts. 

Representative  F ountain.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Ivestnbaum.  The  bill  which  has  been  introduced  addresses 
itself  to  what  I  regard  as  a  most  important  objective,  to  give  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  the  Congress  the  benefit  of  a  continuing  study  of  one  of  the 
most  perplexing  problems  that  our  country  faces ;  namely,  the  proper 
coordination  of  the  activities  of  the  various  levels  of  government  in 
order  to  achieve  our  national  objectives. 

Our  Federal  system  has  withstood  many  strains  in  the  course  of 
our  history.  It  probably  faces  a  greater  strain  at  the  present  time 
than  at  any  previous  time  in  our  history,  because  of  the  rapid  economic 
and  social  changes  that  have  taken  place  and  because  of  the  impact 
of  these  changes  on  our  communities  and  of  our  very  natural  desire 
to  use  the  good  offices  of  government  for  the  improvement  of  our 
society  at  a  time  when  our  ideas  of  what  is  appropriate  are  expanding 
very  rapidly. 

I  am  sure  I  need  not  remind  you  that  the  Commission,  in  making 
its  report,  had  in  mind  the  fact  that  its  study  was  only  the  beginning 
of  a  real  inquiry  into  the  whole  subject. 

If  I  may  quote  from  a  letter  which  I  addressed  to  the  President  at 
the  time  the  report  was  submitted,  I  said : 

We  are  hopeful  this  report  will  be  regarded  as  the  beginning  rather  than 
the  end  of  a  contemporary  study  of  the  subject  of  intergovernmental  relations, 
and  that  it  will  stimulate  all  levels  of  government  to  examine  their  respective 
responsibilities  in  a  properly  balanced  Federal  system. 

Now  that  the  National  Government  has  undertaken  through  this 
committee  a  very  thorough  study,  I  would  hope  that  in  due  course 
other  levels  of  government,  particularly  the  States,  would  undertake 
similar  studies  of  the  problems  which  they  face  in  their  own  jurisdic¬ 
tions  and  in  their  relationships  with  other  levels  of  government. 

I  should  like  to  go  on  record  as  saying  that  the  idea  of  a  commission 
that  will  give  the  President  and  the  Congress  the  benefit  of  careful 
incisive  research  and  examination  of  the  many  problems  that  face 
us  in  this  area,  is  sound,  and  that  it  can  fulfill  a  very  important  and 
useful  function. 

It  seems  to  me  appropriate  also  to  point  out  some  of  the  problems 
which  such  a  commission  may  face,  because  its  success,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  will  depend  on  whether  these  problems  are  faced  squarely  and 
are  taken  into  account  in  the  very  organization  of  the  Commission 
itself. 

We  face  problems  in  connection  with  the  appropriate  division  of 
labor  among  levels  of  government,  because  of  the  very  rapid  changes 
that  have  taken  place  to  which  I  have  already  alluded,  and  because  the 
total  weight  of  all  government  is  increasing  tremendously.  And  as  one 
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looks  forward  to  the  next  decade,  it  seems  inevitable  that  National, 
State,  and  local  governments  will  all  be  asked  to  assume  larger  respon¬ 
sibilities,  and  that  the  limiting  factor  will  be  not  a  limitation  on  what 
our  people  think  they  ought  to  have  in  the  way  of  services,  but  rather 
our  capacity  to  pay  for  them.  It  has  already  been  demonstrated  that 
the  American  people  have  a  voracious  appetite  for  goods  and  services, 
and  it  may  be  said,  I  think  properly,  that  the  American  people  want 
more  in  the  way  of  services  than  they  are  willing  to  pay  for.  Many 
people  suffer  from  the  illusion  that  somehow  if  these  services  are  pro¬ 
vided  in  Washington,  they  do  not  need  to  be  paid  for,  or  at  least  that 
they  themselves  will  not  have  to  pay  for  them,  but  that  they  will  be 
paid  for  by  someone  else. 

Ultimately  all  of  these  questions  inevitably  take  on  important  fiscal 
implications,  and  it  is  in  the  area  of  fiscal  responsibility  that  many  of 
the  problems  make  their  greatest  impact.  Very  often  arguments  that 
are  advanced  on  grounds  of  equity  and  justice,  when  examined  closely 
really  relate  to  the  question  of  where  the  burden  is  going  to  fall — on 
what  level  of  government — and  often  there  is  a  kind  of  naivete,  as  to 
how  these  things  ultimately  are  paid  for. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  would  seem  to  me  that  it  would  be 
unfortunate  if  a  commission  such  as  is  proposed,  which  I  believe  could 
perform  a  most  useful  service,  were  to  begin  its  work  by  encouraging 
the  belief  that  it  is  a  device  to  permit  various  levels  of  government 
to  present  claims  to  the  National  Government,  and  that  in  some  way 
through  this  procedure  the  appropriate  levels  of  State  government 
can  be  bypassed.  That  is  to  say,  if  the  proposed  Commission  were  to 
encourage  municipal  and  county  officials  to  believe  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  is  a  clearinghouse  or  a  forum  through  which  the  needs  of  the 
communities  are  to  be  explored,  and  pressures  of  various  kinds  are 
to  be  brought  upon  the  Congress,  on  the  theory  that  the  State  gov¬ 
ernments  are  neither  ready  nor  willing  to  assume  their  proper  re¬ 
sponsibilities,  the  net  effect  could  be  most  unfortunate. 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  somewhere  in  the  mandate  of  the  Com¬ 
mission,  itself,  there  ought  to  be  a  rather  clear  statement  of  the  fact 
that  the  Commission  is  being  organized  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating 
discussion  of  the  problems  which  beset  it,  of  pointing  up  the  responsi¬ 
bilities  as  they  appear,  of  admonishing  the  proper  level  of  government 
when  it  fails  to  meet  these  responsibilities.  We  seek  to  retain  the 
values  of  our  Federal  system,  not  to  change  it  into  something  that 
would  be  quite  different  and  which  would  have  the  effect  in  the  long 
run  of  doing  violence  to  the  balanced  system  that  was  established 
by  our  Founding  Fathers  and  has  stood  us  in  good  stead  throughout 
out  history. 

To  supplement  these  observations,  I  should  like  to  add  just  a  few 
comments  on  this  matter  of  fiscal  responsibility.  There  is  no  need 
for  me  to  dwell  on  the  problems  of  the  National  Government.  These 
have  been  amply  presented,  and  certainly  a  committee  of  the  Congress 
needs  no  instruction  from  me  on  that  point. 

On  the  whole,  as  one  looks  at  the  national  scene,  it  would  appear 
that  the  National  Government  has  serious  problems,  that  it  is  cur¬ 
rently  operating  at  a  deficit,  that  the  local  governments,  particu¬ 
larly  the  metropolitan  areas,  are  also  faced  with  tremendous  problems 
which  are  somewhat  beyond  their  capacity  in  many  instances,  and  that, 
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on  the  whole,  State  governments  have  been  rather  slow  in  facing  up 
to  the  problems  of  their  citizens  in  the  metropolitan  areas  and  have 
been  content  to  permit  the  short-circuiting  of  their  responsibilities  by 
programs  under  which  the  municipalities  and  metropolitan  areas  have 
brought  their  problems  to  Washington. 

A  great  deal  of  this  revolves  around  the  fact  that  the  States  take 
the  view  that  the  National  Government  has  largely  preempted  many 
sources  of  revenue  by  its  high  rate  of  taxation,  that  as  a  result  the 
revenues  available  to  the  States  have  been  greatly  diminished. 

We  also  have  to  deal  with  the  view  that  certain  types  of  taxation 
are  undesirable  from  an  economic  or  social  point  of  view.  I  am  now 
referring  to  taxes  on  consumption,  for  example,  which  in  the  opinion 
of  many  of  our  people  are  regressive  and  are  therefore  not  the  appro¬ 
priate  means  for  enlargement  of  tax  revenues. 

It  would  be  inappropriate  for  me  to  attempt  to  discourse  on  the 
subject  of  taxation,  on  which  I  am  not  an  expert,  but  I  would  offer 
the  observation  that  there  has  been  demonstrated  in  many  parts  of  the 
world,  notably  in  Canada,  the  revenue-producing  power  of  forms  of 
taxation  that  are  related  to  consumption.  When  we  consider  the 
great  needs  which  we  face  in  many  areas,  we  ought  not  dismiss  lightly 
the  necessity  of  broadening  the  tax  base  so  that  it  includes  the  great 
mass  of  our  people. 

I  believe  many  competent  authorities  have  indicated  that  the  amount 
of  additional  revenue  that  is  available  to  us  through  increases  in  the 
rate  of  income  tax,  either  individual  or  corporate  tax,  is  now  quite 
limited. 

Therefore,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  States  must  give  consideration 
to  developing  sources  of  revenue  which  will  provide  them  and  their 
political  subdivisions  with  the  kind  of  income  that  is  needed  to  meet 
the  greatly  enlarged  responsibilities  which  they  face.  And  it  must 
be  evident  that  in  the  next  decade  or  two  the  responsibilities  of  State 
and  local  government  are  likely  to  grow  even  more  rapidly  than  those 
of  the  National  Government.  The  role  of  the  National  Government 
is  extremely  important  in  terms  of  directing  the  attention  of  our 
people  to  the  areas  in  which  the  national  interest  is  paramount,  and 
a  commission  such  as  is  proposed  could  render  a  very  useful  service 
in  making  available  not  only  to  the  President  and  the  Congress,  but 
also  to  our  citizens  the  relative  importance  of  the  objectives  to  which 
the  various  levels  of  government  are  striving. 

Unless  this  is  done  with  a  willingness  to  examine  these  questions 
critically,  and  unless  there  is  willingness  to  ask  each  level  of  govern¬ 
ment  to  assume  its  proper  responsibilities,  we  could  develop  a  situa¬ 
tion  which  would  hamper  the  effective  relationships  between  the  va¬ 
rious  levels  of  government  rather  than  advance  them. 

Therefore,  if  I  may  sum  up  what  I  have  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
would  be  this :  I  applaud  the  work  which  has  been  done  by  this  sub¬ 
committee.  It  has  been  very  valuable  and  highly  constructive.  The 
proposal  for  a  commission  follows  logically  from  the  work  that  has 
been  done  by  the  subcommittee.  It  seems  to  me  to  deserve  wide  sup¬ 
port.  It  seems  to  me  also  that  the  effective  functioning  of  such  a  com¬ 
mission  must  be  taken  into  account  before  it  is  actually  enacted,  its 
mandate  must  be  clear  so  that  there  is  no  disposition  on  the  part  of  the 
State  or  local  governments  to  misunderstand  the  purposes  for  which 
the  Commission  is  established. 
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If  such  a  commission  is  established  properly,  I  should  say  that  it 
could  render  a  useful  and  important  service;  that  its  work  need  not 
conflict  with  other  committees  that  are  now  under  consideration,  such 
as  the  one  on  metropolitan  areas  proposed  by  Senator  Clark,  because 
the  problems  of  metropolitan  government  will  be  with  us  for  a  long, 
long  time.  A  commission  such  as  is  proposed  can  perform  a  useful 
and  important  function  if  it  is  properly  organized,  properly  manned, 
and  if  it  has  the  kind  of  support  from  the  Congress  and  the  people 
that  will  permit  it  to  bring  to  its  work  a  real  spirit  of  inquiry.  It 
should  not  become  merely  a  platform  for  special  pleading  or  for  the 
assertion  of  special  interests  in  our  society. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Kestnbaum, 
for  a  very  forthright  statement. 

Before  proceeding  further,  I  would  like  to  say  we  are  delighted  to 
have  Senator  Sam  Ervin,  the  senior  Senator  from  my  State  of 
North  Carolina  and  a  member  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  sit  with  us  this  morning.  Senator  Muskie  has  been  repre¬ 
senting  that  committee  in  our  joint  hearings,  but  had  a  previous  com¬ 
mitment  for  today. 

I  know  Senator  Ervin  was  very  busy  this  morning,  and  we  are  grate¬ 
ful  that  he  could  arrange  his  schedule  to  be  here  with  us. 

You  have  made  some  very  interesting  statements,  Mr.  Kestnbaum, 
with  which  I  concur. 

I  might  say  that  as  a  general  proposition  I  am  one  of  those  who  is 
somewhat  skeptical  about  commissions.  I  have  seen  what  has  hap¬ 
pened  to  so  many  commissions,  and  I  have  seen  so  little  action  follow 
commission  recommendations. 

You  have  pointed  out  well  the  fact  that  this  is  a  logical  step,  continu¬ 
ing  the  work  which  the  Commission  you  headed  had  already  started. 

I  might  say  when  your  Commission’s  report  and  its  many  supporting 
volumes  were  dropped  in  the  lap  of  our  subcommittee,  I  wondered  what 
we  would  do  with  them.  The  more  we  studied  that  report,  its  analysis 
of  the  problems,  the  conclusions  it  contained,  and  the  recommendations 
made  therein,  the  more  convinced  we  were  that  our  subcommittee 
ought  to  take  another  step.  The  step  which  we  decided  to  take  was 
that  of  going  out  into  all  regions  of  the  country  to  give  representa¬ 
tives  of  State  and  local  governments  an  opportunity  to  express  them¬ 
selves  on  this  very  perplexing  subject.  Nongovernmental  organiza¬ 
tions  and  interested  citizens  were  also  afforded  an  opportunity  to 
express  their  views. 

After  we  had  received  and  analyzed  the  testimony  of  all  these 
people,  the  establishment  of  an  advisory  commission  with  the  objec¬ 
tives  stated  in  these  bills  seemed  both  logical  and  desirable. 

I  certainly  agree  with  you  very  strongly  that  the  American  people 
have  a  tremendous  appetite  for  more  services,  and  in  many  instances 
more  services  than  they  seem  willing  to  pay  for. 

I  think  that,  if  those  who  are  appointed  to  such  a  commission,  if 
made  possible  by  the  Congress,  come  to  it  with  selfish  motives  or  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  encouraging  the  further  expansion  of  Federal 
responsibilities,  rather  than  with  an  objective  attitude  and  the  hope 
of  stimulating  responsible  and  effective  Government  at  all  levels, 
then  the  Commission  will  not  have  served  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  intended. 
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I  quite  agree  with  you  that  everything  should  be  done  and  said 
to  emphasize  the  purpose  of  the  Commission.  The  declaration  of 
purpose,  in  section  2,  paragraph  6,  may  not  describe  it  as  concretely 
as  you  think  it  should,  but  it  does  specify,  and  I  quote : 

To  recommend,  within  the  framework  of  the  Constitution,  the  most  desirable 
allocation  of  governmental  functions  and  responsibilities  among  the  several 
levels  of  Government. 

As  we  were  discussing  just  before  the  hearing  started  this  morning, 
you  never  know  just  what  a  commission  will  do  until  it  is  constituted. 
And,  certainly,  the  appointment  of  the  members  of  such  a  commission 
should  be  very,  very  carefully  considered,  and  those  persons  should 
be  selected  who  will  have  in  mind  the  purpose  which  you  have  so 
well  described. 

I  have  just  a  few  questions  I  would  like  to  ask  you  about  the  pro¬ 
posal  itself,  so  that  the  committee  might  get  the  benefit  of  your 
thinking. 

( In  view  of  your  personal  experience  as  Chairman  of  the  Kestnbaum 
Commission,  I  would  like  to  have  you  comment  on  a  few  points  con¬ 
cerning  organizational  details.  As  I  said  at  one  of  our  previous 
hearings,  I  don  t  think  any  of  us  who  have  introduced  the  bills  are 
necessarily  wedded  to  the  particular  phraseology  of  its  provisions. 
The  thing  we  are  concerned  about-  is  to  get  a  bill  which  will  come  as 
near  as  a  piece  of  legislation  can  to  laying  the  foundation  for  the 
carrying  out  of  the  objectives  which  we  have  in  mind. 

A  e  were  confronted  with  the  problem  of  determining  the  best  size 
of  a  body  of  this  kind.  On  one  hand  we  have  heard  that  24  members 
are  too  many  for  effectiveness.  On  the  other  hand,  the  suggestion 
has  been  made  that  there  ought  to  be  larger  representation  of  cer¬ 
tain  groups,  as,  for  example,  State  legislatures  and  counties. 

I  irst  of  all,  do  you  think  the  size  of  the  Kestnbaum  Commission 
was  a  handicap  in  any  respect  ? 

IMi .  Kestnbaum.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  was  large,  and  conse¬ 
quently  it,  appeared  unwieldly  at  times,  but  I  should  say  size  itself 
is  not,  necessarily  a  handicap.  In  fact,  if  it,  is  desirable  to  get  various 
points  of  view  represented,  you  inevitably  have  to  have  a  commission 
large  enough  to  do  this  effectively. 

The  size  of  the  Commission  itself  does  not  trouble  me.  What  would 
trouble  me  would  be  the  possibility  that  under  its  organization  the 
so-called  public  view  might  be  overbalanced  by  the  special  view.  It 
would  seem  to  me,  for  example,  that  the  congressional  representation 
might  actually  be  larger,  because  it  is  the  Congress  that  ultimately  has 
the  responsibility. 

It  would  seem  to  me  also  that  the  public  representation  might  be 
larger. 

Novq  on  the  question  of  the  extent  to  which  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  are  represented,  I  might  offer  this  observation— and  this  is 
a  purely  personal  observation :  There  are  effective  organizations  rep¬ 
resenting  State,  county,  and  municipal  government.  They  do  excel¬ 
lent,  work.  The  special  problems  of  each  of  these  groups  are  readily 
communicated  to  a  commission  of  this  kind,  and  whether  you  have 
1  or  2  mayors  or  3  or  5  or  10  is  not  the  fundamental  question.  The 
important  thing  is  to  make  sure  that  the  Commission  gets  the  views 
,of  many  mayors  in  various  cities  in  the  country,  all  the  way  from  those 
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representing  large  metropolitan  areas  to  the  mayors  of  very  small 
•communities  who  have  some  very  special  problems  which  need  to  be 
taken  into  account. 

For  example,  there  is  the  problem  of  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes, 
which  affects  some  small  communities  very  seriously. 

Now  we  cannot  make  certain  through  any  type  of  representation 
that  all  groups  will  be  adequately  represented  by  membership  on  the 
Commission.  My  own  view  is  that  it  might  be  wiser  to  reverse  this 
approach — to  argue  that  there  ought  to  be  someone  representing  the 
point  of  view  of  mayors  of  municipalities,  someone  representing  the 
point  of  view  of  counties,  but  that  this  Commission,  which  will  be  not 
a  lawmaking  body,  but  a  deliberative  body,  will  have  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  seeing  to  it  that  it  gets  the  views  of  all  groups  that  have  a 
proper  interest  in  this  field.  I  can  suggest  no  better  example  than 
your  subcommittee,  itself,  which  I  think  has  brought  to  bear  on  this 
subject  every  point  of  view — State  legislators,  local  governments, 
State  governments,  and  so  on. 

You  have  demonstrated  that  it  is  possible  to  get  all  of  these  points 
of  Anew  before  you  and  to  give,  them  consideration. 

I  think  a  Commission  such  as  is  proposed  could  very  readily  see 
to  it  that  these  points  of  view  are  considered.  There  are  associations 
and  individuals  that  can  make  these  views  available,  special  hearings 
and  inquiries  can  be  arranged.  I  think  it  would  be  rather  unfortunate 
to  try  to  make  of  the  Commission  a  kind  of  constituent  assembly 
because  on  that  basis  the  problems  of  representation  will  lie  trouble¬ 
some  throughout  all  of  its  deliberations. 

It  may  be  that  this  Commission  would  work  more  effectively  if  it 
had  fewer  representatives  from  State  and  local  government  and  more 
representatives  from  the  Congress  and  the  public.  I  am  not  making 
this  as  a  proposal ;  I  am  raising  the  question  because  I  was  interested 
in  a  conunent  made  by  a  representative  of  the  county  officials  sug¬ 
gesting  that  they  ought  to  have  larger  representation. 

If  you  were  to  consider  all  proposals  along  this  line,  I  think  we 
would  have  to  ask  John  Stuart  Mills  to  figure  out  how  to  get  appro¬ 
priate  representation  for  each  level  of  government. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  quite  agree  with  you  that  whoever  is 
on  the  Commission  would  necessarily  have  to  seek  the  viewpoint  of 
officials  and  the  public  in  all  sections  of  the  country  as  well  as  com¬ 
munities  of  various  sizes. 

What  we  are  thinking  of  is  the  practical  situation,  in  addition  to 
being  sure  that  all  points  of  view  are  received,  of  providing  that  insofar 
as  possible  the  various  types  of  cities  are  actually  represented  by 
persons  who  are  familiar  with  their  problems. 

I  can  see  that  a  smaller  body  would  have  certain  disadvantages 
such  as  the  probable  unavailability  of  members  at  any  given  time. 
There  is  also  the  possibility  that  the  Commission  might  want  to  con¬ 
stitute  itself  into  several  committees,  such  as  was  clone  by  your 
•Commission. 

I  think  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  Advisory  Commission 
proposed  by  these  bills  would  be  concerned  with  some  objectives  which 
were  not  basic  to  the  purpose  of  your  Commission  and  which  prob¬ 
ably  have  a  bearing  on  the  group’s  size.  For  example,  fostering 
better  contact  between  Federal,  State,  and  local  officials  for  ecluca- 
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tional  purposes,  and  taking  into  account  regional  and  size  character¬ 
istics  of  governmental  units  almost  necessarily  requires  a  fairly  large 
body. 

Do  you  think  in  retrospect  with  reference  to  the  Commission  which 
you  headed  that  a  smaller  body  might  have  been  more  effective  ? 

Mr.  Kestnbaum.  No,  sir;  I  do  not  have  that  view.  I  must  say  I 
am  persuaded  by  what  you  just  said  and  it  is  confirmed  by  our  own 
experience  in  the  Commission.  I  do  not  feel  that  the  size  of  the 
Commission  was  any  basic  handicap  to  its  work. 

It  is  true  that  a  larger  commission  means  that  more  individuals 
express  their  views.  It  is  sometimes  harder  to  reach  a  decision  with 
a  25-man  commission  than  with  a  10-man  commission,  but  as  against 
that  I  should  say  that  the  work  of  the  Commission  was  enriched  by 
the  contribution  made  by  many  individuals. 

We  had,  as  you  know,  at  least  10  men  who  had  had  experience  as 
Governors.  We  had  five  or  six  who  had  had  experience  in  municipal 
government. 

I  should  say  that  they  contributed  very  substantially  to  the  work 
of  the  Commission. 

The  point  to  which  I  was  addressing  myself  was  not  so  much  to 
the  size  as  to  the  composition  of  the  Commission.  I  simply  make 
a  general  suggestion  that  it  would  not  be  wise  to  try  to  work  out 
a  commission  that  would  assure  perfect  representation  for  the  various 
groups  because  I  think  this  is  impossible  and,  further,  it  runs  into 
the  danger  that  people  who  come  on  as  representatives  of  special 
groups  sometimes  regard  themselves  as  instructed  representatives. 
This  Commission  will  do  its  work  best  if  you  have  people  who  are 
good  citizens  and  who.  are  interested  in  the  whole  subject  and  who 
are  selected  from  various  groups  because  of  their  knowledge  and 
qualification  and  background  rather  than  to  advance  a  special  point 
of  view.  That  I  would  find  troublesome. 

Representative  Fountain.  Then  I  take  it  you  do  feel  it  desirable  to 
have  specific  representation  on  the  Commission  of  the  several  levels 
and  branches  of  government  ? 

Mr.  Kestnbaum.  Yes,  sir;  I  do,  yes. 

Representative  Fountain.  We  have  provided  for  organizational 
participation  in  the  selection  of  members  in  order  to  facilitate  the 
fullest  cooperation  of  these  groups  and  a  wider  acceptance  of  the 
Commission’s  recommendations. 

However,  a  few  witnesses  have  suggested  that  it  would  be  pref¬ 
erable  to  give  the  President  complete  discretion  in  appointing  the 
members,  except  for  the  Members  of  Congress. 

I  would  like  to  have  your  judgment  on  this  point. 

Mr.  Kestnbaum.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  would  seem  to  me  that 
probably  the  responsibilities  of  the  President  in  this  area  are  such 
as  to  make  it  advisable  to  have  him  appoint  at  least  the  Chairman 
of  the  Commission.  I  think  it  would  be  difficult  to  have  the  Com¬ 
mission  function  well  if  the  Chairman  is  not  named  by  the  President. 
I  think  there  are  several  reasons  for  this.  The  President  is  probably 
in  a  better  position  than  almost  anyone  else  to  select  someone  who 
would  have  the  broad  qualifications  that  are  needed  to  act  as  chair¬ 
man  of  such  a  commission. 
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Now  it  is  true  that  the  President  can  make  a  mistake  in  his  ap¬ 
pointment.  Nevertheless,  it  is  probably  better  for  him  to  appoint 
the  Chairman  than  to  ask  the  Commission  to  elect  its  Chairman. 
I  believe  in  the  democratic  process,  but  I  believe  you  have  a  special 
problem  here  in  that  it  is  highly  important  that  the  Chairman  of 
this  Commission  be  someone  who  has  the  standing  that  would  assure 
confidence  in  his  leadership. 

I  need  only  point  to  the  fact  that  we  have  had  many  commissions  in 
government,  some  have  been  successful,  some  less  so,  and  I  should 
say  a  great  deal  depends  upon  the  chairman. 

In  connection  with  the  Commission  of  which  I  was  Chairman,  I 
had  great  misgivings  about  my  own  qualifications.  I  was  conscious 
of  the  fact  that  I  was  not  a  constitutional  lawyer,  nor  could  I  claim 
experience  as  a  State  or  local  official.  It  may  well  be  that  that  Com¬ 
mission  would  have  done  a  more  outstanding  job  had  it  had  a  great 
constitutional  lawyer  as  its  Chairman. 

At  any  rate,  one  point  I  would  make  is  that  I  do  believe  there 
would  be  greater  assurance  of  confidence  in  the  work  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  if  the  appointment  of  the  chairman  were  a  responsibility  of  the 
President.  Secondly,  I  would  say  the  congressional  representation 
might  well  be  larger.  I  have  great  respect  for  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  and  when  we  consider  this  matter  of  representation,  I 
should  say  that  the  people  are  well  represented  by  the  Congress. 
The  cities  and  the  States  are  represented  by  the  Congress  and  to 
assume  that  Members  of  this  Congress  cannot  adequately  represent 
the  point  of  view  of  the  larger  metropolitan  areas  is,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  a  mistake. 

In  fact,  I  go  so  far  as  to  say  that  perhaps  at  the  national  level 
they  can  be  best  represented  by  the  Congress  because  Members  of 
Congress  are  familiar  not  only  with  the  problems  of  the  metropolitan 
areas  but  also  with  the  problems  of  the  National  Government.  And 
having  in  mind  the  very  special  nature  of  the  work  that  is  to  be  done 
by  this  Commission,  I  think  it  might  be  well  to  consider  whether  or 
not  the  Commission  could  not  be  made  up  principally  of  Members 
of  the  Congress  and  the  public,  with  the  idea  that  the  points  of  view 
of  other  levels  of  government  would  be  made  available  through  other 
devices. 

Subcommittees,  advisory  committees  to  the  Commission,  itself — 
there  are  many  devices  by  wdiich  you  can  get  the  point  of  view  of  the 
municipalities,  the  county  governments,  of  State  legislators  and  so 
on.  There  are  many  problems  in  providing  balanced  representation 
which  leads  me  to  suggest  that  you  consider  a  kind  of  representation 
that  is  less  than  formal  than  that  now  proposed  in  the  act. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  cannot  fail  to  concur  with  you  that  the 
Congress  does,  of  course,  represent  all  the  people  and  Members  of 
Congress  are  familiar  to  some  extent  with  the  problems  of  the  various 
levels  of  government.  At  the  same  time,  we  are  constantly  con¬ 
fronted  with  the  criticism  that  Congress  is  too  easily  influenced  in 
matters  affecting  all  of  our  people  and  all  levels  of  government  by 
pressures  from  groups  interested  in  particular  legislation  and  espe¬ 
cially  interested  in  obtaining  Federal  aid. 

For  that  reason  we  concluded  that  representation  of  cities,  counties, 
Governors,  and  the  State  legislatures  would  at  least  give  all  of  these 
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groups  a  feeling  of  being  a  part  of  this  advisory  body  and  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  discuss  some  of  these  problems  before  they  require  con¬ 
gressional  attention. 

I  know  that  oftentimes  recommendations  are  made  after  very  care¬ 
ful  study  by  objective  groups  and  then  Congress  pays  very  little 
attention  to  them.  Of  course,  there  is  nothing  we  can  do  about  that, 
but  this  is  an  educational  process  through  which  we  have  to  go. 

I  have  one  other  question  and  then  I  will  yield  to  Senator  Ervin 
and  other  members  of  the  committee.  Do  you  have  an  opinion  on  the 
desirability  of  having  the  States  underwrite  a  share  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  operating  expenses  rather  than  provide  for  Federal  support 
alone  ? 

Mr.  Kestnbaum.  Yes ;  I  would  like  to  offer  an  opinion  on  that 
subject.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  accomplish. 
Many  of  the  States  would  do  it  willingly  and  would  feel  that  it  is 
appropriate  for  them  to  do  so.  But  some  of  the  States  would  inevita¬ 
bly  engage  in  discussions  and  debates  on  the  subject  and  when  you 
consider  the  amount  that  is  involved,  I  would  question  whether  it 
really  is  worthwhile.  You  would  also  have  the  special  problem  of 
what  would  happen  if,  let  us  say,  38  States  were  to  assume  their 
proper  share  and  12  States  were  to  decide  that  they  didn’t  wish  to 
do  so. 

I  think  this  would  embarrass  the  Commission  at  the  very  start. 

I  am  sure  that  there  will  be  many  suggestions  as  to  appropriate- 
responsibilities  to  be  borne  by  the  States,  coming  out  of  the  work  of 
the  Commission  and  perhaps  it  is  just  as  well  if  we  do  not  expose  the 
Commission  to  the  argument  that  the  States  do  not  see  just  why  they 
should  appropriate  money  to  establish  or  support  a  commission 
which  may  possibly  turn  around  and  tell  the  States  what  they  ought 
to  do. 

On  the  whole  I  believe  State  support  would  be  a  nominal  rather 
than  a  practical  advantage. 

Representative  Fountain.  There  would  be  a  very  small  sum  in¬ 
volved  because  I  would  certainly  not  envision  that  this  Commission 
would  be  an  expensive  operation.  My  first  thought  was  that  the 
States  should  participate.  In  fact,  I  had  a  draft  to  that  effect,  and 
Governor  Hodges  of  my  State,  in  a  letter  endorsing  this  proposal, 
expressed  the  point  of  view  that  he,  too,  would  like  to  see  the  States 
participate. 

Mr.  Kestnbaum.  You  have  a  very  progressive  Governor. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you. 

We  were  confronted  with  the  practical  problem  which  you  men¬ 
tioned,  and  for  that  reason  we  did  not  include  State  financial  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  bills. 

Senator  Ervin  ? 

Senator  Ervin.  I  concur  in  your  opinion  that  it  would  be  desirable 
to  have  the  States  participate  in  the  support  of  the  Commission.  I 
also  agree  with  you  it  would  be  impractical  to  obtain  such  participa¬ 
tion.  Some  of  the  States  may  refuse  to  pay  over  to  the  National 
Government  what  they  were  asked  to  pay. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  dangers  of  local  government  in  the  United 
States  is  twofold.  There  is  an  actual  tendency  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  rob  the  local  governments  of  powers  and  the  other  which  I 
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think  is  equally  disastrous  is  the  assumption  by  the  National  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  burden  of  the  local  government. 

Mr.  Kestnbaum.  To  my  mind,  this  is  why  such  a  careful  balance 
must  be  worked  out.  It  is  unfortunate  that  there  has  developed  some¬ 
how  the  idea  that  the  relationship  between  the  National  Government 
and  the  States  and  the  local  governments  is  that  of  a  parent  to  its 
children. 

I  think  this  is  not  an  appropriate  comparison  and  it  does  great  mis¬ 
chief  in  my  judgment  because  generally  we  take  the  view  that  children 
ought  to  be  supported. 

On  the  contrary  it  would  seem  to  me  that  what  we  have  is  a  very 
careful  and  ingenious  division  of  responsibilities  and  a  principle  long 
established  in  our  country  that  so  far  as  possible  responsibilities  of 
government  ought  to  be  assumed  by  the  level  of  government  that  is 
closest  to  the  people. 

Local  communities  have  been  jealous  of  the  operation  of  their 
schools,  of  their  law  enforcement  and  of  their  authority  with  respect 
to  various  kinds  of  taxation,  and  properly  so.  We  all  know  that  the 
school  committee  or  the  school  board  which  appropriates  money  and 
which  has  to  be  raised  locally,  usually  administers  it  very  carefully. 

When  you  are  spending  money  provided  by  a  remote  source,  you  are 
usually  not  so  careful. 

The  problems  that  we  face  are  aggravated  by  two  very  important 
developments.  One  is  this  great  movement  into  the  cities  which  was 
not  contemplated  in  the  charters  originally  granted  to  municipal 
governments.  Another  is  the  explosive  increase  in  population,  with 
resulting  great  demands  for  services,  not  only  for  welfare,  but  also 
for  the  local  needs,  streets  and  police  protection,  local  transportation, 
health,  and  so  on.  It  is  a  general  principle  of  government  that  as  you 
get  larger  concentrations  of  population— and  this  has  been  true 
throughout  history— the  services  required  have  multiplied  rapidly. 
That  is  to  say,  a  million  people  distributed  in  rural  areas  require  less 
in  the  way  of  services  than  1  million  people  concentrated  in  a  metro¬ 
politan  area.  This  is  in  the  nature  of  things. 

I  think  we  must  face  the  fact  that  the  local  governments  have  had 
very  serious  problems  some  of  which  have  been  beyond  their  capacity. 

I  think  it  must  also  be  recognized  that  during  the  depression  days  they 
found  it  almost  impossible  to  get  adequate  assistance  from  their  State 
capitals. 

Consequently  a  National  Congress  had  to  be  sympathetic  and  was. 
It  introduced  many  programs  and  I  think  it  is  significant  that  our 
Commission  examined  these  grants-in-aid  and  found  very  few  that  we 
felt  ought  to  be  discontinued.  The  problem  is  not  the  desirability  of 
the  programs  themselves,  but  how  to  finance  these  programs  and  other 
programs  that  may  be  needed. 

I  quite  agree  that  we  need  to  strengthen  the  activity  of  local  govern¬ 
ments.  Ther  are  many  ways  of  doing  this  but  certainly  there  must 
be  a  sense  of  responsibility  on  the  part  of  citizens  in  the  local  com¬ 
munities.  Certainly  the  State  legislature  must  see  to  it  that  these 
jurisdictions  are  strengthened  in  terms  of  their  fiscal  powers  and  must 
provide  them  with  such  other  authority  as  is  needed  for  them  to 
carry  on  their  work  properly.  The  States  must  give  the  cities  proper 
representation  in  the  State  capitals;  this  matter  of  a  reapportionment 
is  becoming  one  of  the  very  critical  problems  of  our  Government. 
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Certainly  the  large  cities  are  going  to  put  great  pressure  on  all  levels 
of  government  for  the  assistance  that  they  require  and  it  would  be 
unfortunate  if  they  weren’t  given  the  opportunity  to  perform  as  many 
of  these  functions  as  possible  for  themselves,  which,  of  course,  means 
that  revenues  have  to  be  made  available  to  them  and  the  agency  that 
can  do  this  most  effectively,  in  my  judgment,  is  the  State  government. 

I  would  be  hopeful  that  out  of  the  work  of  this  Commission  would 
come  a  very  real  reexamination  of  their  responsibilities  on  the  part 
of  State  governments.  In  fact,  unless  this  happens,  I  should  say  that 
we  will  inevitably  change  the  pattern  of  our  Government.  This,  to  my 
mind,  would  be  most  unfortunate. 

Senator  Ervin.  I  agree  with  you.  I  think  our  great  problem  today 
is  revitalizing  the  Government  in  all  its  levels.  Tjndoubtedly  there 
is  the  most  desirable  system  of  government  where  you  have  a  division 
of  powers  and  responsibilities.  _  _ 

I  want  to  express  my  appreciation  for  the  great  work  your  Com¬ 
mission  has  done  in  pointing  out  this  fact. 

Thank  you. 

Representative  Fountain.  Mrs.  Dwyer? 

Representative  Dwyer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  congratulate  you,  Mr.  Kestn- 
baum,  for  the  very  valuable  and  constructive  statement  you  made 
before  this  committee. 

I  would  like  to  ask  you  just  one  or  two  questions :  I  see  this  Advisory 
Commission  as  an  establishment  of  lines  of  communication  with  all 
levels  of  government.  Some  people  see  this  Commission  as  a  group 
which  may  be  pressured  by  all  levels  of  government  for  certain 
programs  for  local  communities  and  for  the  States. 

What  are  your  views  on  this  question,  sir? 

Mr.  Kestnbaum.  I  heartily  concur  with  your  view,  Mrs.  Dwyer. 

If  this  Commission  can  engage  in  these  studies  in  the  same  spirit 
as  did  your  subcommittee,  to  ascertain  the  facts,  to  get  all  points  of 
view,  to  give  opportunity  for  widespread  expression  of  opinion,  and  to 
provide  a  sounding  board  for  these  views,  this  is  a  very  valuable 
service  and  one  that  ought  to  continue. 

This  Commission,  as  a  result  of  these  studies — and  as  a  result  of 
much  that  has  already  been  done — can  engage  in  some  very  specific 
study  and  research. 

For  example,  on  this  question  of  fiscal  capacity,  fiscal  relationships, 
these  are  areas  in  which  a  great  deal  of  technical  work  can  be  done. 

But  I  would  certainly  agree  with  you  that  if  this  Commission  is 
reduced  to  an  agency  through  which  various  pressures  will  be  applied 
on  the  Congress  and  in  which  the  emphasis  is  put  on  trying  to  get 
special  programs  promoted  instead  of  trying  to  see  what  our  real 
needs  and  capacities  are,  this  could  proye  to  be  a  very  unfortunate 
development,  one  that  would  perhaps  create  more  problems  than  it 
would  solve. 

Therefore,  I  would  like  to  repeat  what  I  tried  to  suggest  before,  and 
I  think  you  brought  it  out  very  well,  that  the  mandate  of  this  Com¬ 
mission  ought  to  be  very  carefully  set  up  so  that  it  is  clear  that  its 
purposes  are  those  which  you  have  suggested.  Such  a  Commission 
will  avoid  the  posture  of  encouraging  various  groups  to  exert  their 
pressures  on  the  Congress. 
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I  am  not  suggesting  that  some  of  these  pressures  may  not  be  valid. 
They  may  be,  but  there  are  other  means  by  which  these  pressures  may 
be  exerted  and  I  do  not  believe  that  this  Commission  is  the  appropriate 
channel ;  it  ought  to  occupy  a  very  special  position. 

Then  may  I  say  just  one  thing  further.  The  problems  of  govern¬ 
ment  are  never  solved.  We  meet  them  as  best  we  can  and  as  new 
circumstances  arise  we  have  new  problems.  And  most  of  the  great 
problems  of  the  world  are  problems  that  are  not  solved,  but  are  dealt 
with. 

This  Commission  would  have  the  very  serious  responsibility  of  aid¬ 
ing  the  administration  and  the  Congress  in  dealing  with  problems  that 
will  never  be  fully  solved  so  long  as  people  are  people. 

One  of  our  Founding  Fathers  suggested  that  if  all  men  were  angels, 
we  wouldn’t  need  any  government,  but  until  men  reach  that  happy 
state,  we  are  going  to  need  government  and  governments  will  have 
problems  and  we  need  serious  and  devoted  people  to  consider  those 
problems. 

I  want  to  add  further  that  there  is  no  system  of  government  that 
requires  as  much  of  its  people  as  a  democracy.  This  means  active 
participation  at  all  levels  and  when  we  reach  the  day  when  our 
citizens  feel  that  they  can  ship  all  of  their  problems  to  Washington, 
the  spirit  of  our  democracy  will  have  declined. 

Representative  Dwyer.  Thank  you.  I  believe  you  answered  my 
second  question  by  indicating  that  guidelines  must  be  spelled  out  in 
this  type  of  legislation  and  that  personnel  of  the  Commission  must  be 
very  wisely  chosen. 

Mr.  Kestnbaum.  That  is  correct. 

Representative  Dwyer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Representative  Fountain.  Mr.  Smith. 

Representative  Smith.  The  witness  states  so  much  in  so  few  words 
I  am  not  sure  that  I  have  grasped  the  full  importance  of  the  testimony. 
I  wondered  if  I  could  follow  through  on  a  couple  of  ideas  by  way  of 
examples. 

I  believe  that  you  mentioned  the  reapportionment  problem,  and,  of 
course,  this  infers  at  least,  as  I  am  sure  you  discovered  in  your  studies, 
that  a  large  share  of  the  States  have  very  unrepresentative  govern¬ 
ments,  and  that  under  them  are  more  representative  municipal  gov¬ 
ernments,  to  a  large  extent.  Do  these  facts  have  something  to  do  with 
the  local  governments  coming  to  the  F ederal  Government  for  some  of 
the  desired  goods  and  services. 

Mr.  Kestnbaum.  Yes. 

Representative  Smith.  Do  you  see  any  change  in  this  trend  ? 

Mr.  Kestnbaum.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  essential  that  this  matter 
of  appropriate  representation  be  solved  at  the  State  level  if  we  are 
to  get  effective  functioning  of  our  Federal  system.  Because  a  situa¬ 
tion  in  which  a  very  large  proportion  of  the  voters  concentrated  in  our 
larger  cities  find  themselves  unable  to  make  their  needs  felt  at  the 
State  capital,  will  inevitably  drive  them  to  the  National  Capital.  I 
think  they  feel  their  needs  must  be  provided  somehow  or  other. 

I  believe  that  the  problem  of  financing  education  furnishes  a  very 
good  example. 

Representative  Smith.  Do  you  think  this  Commission  could  some¬ 
how  contribute  to  the  alleviation  of  this  problem  ? 
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Mr.  Kestnbatjm.  I  think  it  could,  by  pointing  up  the  problem  of 
representation  by  encouraging  the  citizens  in  the  various  States  to 
tackle  this  problem  at  the  State  level,  and  further,  by  having  some 
impact  on  the  State  legislatures  themselves.  The  State  legislatures 
are  composed  of  people  who  have  a  sense  of  responsibility  for  their 
State  government,  and  they  do  respond  to  public  opinion. 

Of  course,  the  rural  property  owner  is  very  apt  to  feel  that  people 
in  the  large  cities  ought  to  be  able  to  meet  their  problem  through  their 
own  resources.  I  am  not  proposing  that  these  problems  are  going  to 
be  solved  by  an  enlargement  of  the  property  tax.  This  is  one  of  the 
factors  involved  here;  the  nature  of  taxation.  That  is  wrhy  I  said 
what  I  did  on  the  subject  of  taxes  on  consumption.  I  think  if  we 
were  to  rely  entirely  on  increases  in  property  taxes  in  the  States  they 
would  find  it  difficult  to  meet  their  problems. 

Representative  Smith.  Do  you  feel,  for  example,  that  there  has  been 
a  revival  of  the  Hamiltonian  point  of  view  that  some  people  shouldn’t 
represent  themselves,  and  do  you  think  this  Commission  could  help  in 
overcoming  that  ? 

Mr.  Ivestnbaum.  I  believe  this  Commission  could  be  helpful  with¬ 
out  attempting  to  appraise  the  growth  of  the  Hamiltonian  point  of 
view — which  I  think  has  been  present  in  our  society  from  the  very 
beginning— it  has  never  been  lost.  I  think  there  are  many  people  who 
have  consciously  or  unconsciously  expressed  the  Hamiltonian  phi¬ 
losophy — but  as  a  practical  matter,  so  many  of  our  people  now  live  in 
cities  and  in  suburban  areas  of  cities  that  they  are  being  deprived  in 
many  States  of  adequate  representation  in  their  State  governments, 
and  this  is  contributing  very  substantially  to  these  problems. 

I  believe  a  commission  of  this  kind  conld  be  very  helpful  by  collect¬ 
ing  information  and  stimulating  discussion. 

Representative  Smith.  As  one  specific  example,  I  think  you  are 
probably  acquainted  with  the  need  at  the  present  time,  or  at  least 
the  alleged  need  of  Federal  minimum  standards  in  unemployment 
compensation.  And  we  find  recently  a  good  many  legislatures  have 
adjourned  and  gone  home,  and  they  didn’t  do  anything  about  it.  To 
a  large  extent,  anyway,  these  same  legislatures  who  didn’t  do  any¬ 
thing  about  it  are  in  the  same  States  which  have  had  such  a  bad 
problem  in  the  last  2  years  and  whose  citizens  have  had  to  ask  the 
Federal  Government  for  help. 

Mr.  Kestnbatjm.  This  illustrates  the  case  very  well. 

I  realize  that  on  any  particular  piece  of  legislation  there  will  be 
pressures  within  a  State  to  resist  what  would  impress  us  as  being 
progressive  legislation.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  in  the  matter 
of  Federal  aid  to  education,  in  some  States  you  get  an  anomalous  or 
equivocal  position  on  the  subject : 

On  the  one  hand  we  get  extreme  opposition  to  legislation  for  Fed¬ 
eral  aid,  on  the  grounds  that  this  violates  the  integrity  of  the  State 
and  the  responsibility  of  the  State  legislature  and  so  on. 

Then  some  time  later,  when  legislation  in  the  State  is  offered  to 
increase  revenues  available  for  education,  the  same  citizens  or  the 
same  groups  oppose  it  on  the  grounds  that  this  would  unreasonably 
increase  their  taxes. 

Now,  these  two  points  of  view  are  not  consistent. 

Representative  Smith.  Do  you  think  this  Commission  could  help 
alleviate  that  situation  somewhat  ? 
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Mr.  Iyestnbaum.  I  am  not  certain  it  would  effectively  change  the 
opinions  of  those  who  take  that  view,  but  I  do  believe  that  it  could 
do  a  great  deal  of  work  in  educating  the  citizenry  of  the  country 
and  the  Congress  in  the  specific  problems,  the  nature  of  the  problems 
that  are  involved.  I  believe  many  of  our  citizens  are  confused  as  to 
where  the  responsibility  lies.  This  is  evident  from  the  debates  on 
the  subject. 

One  of  the  things  that  would  be  most  valuable  that  I  foresee  as  one 
of  the  products  of  such  a  commission  would  be  a  much  more  wide¬ 
spread  discussion  of  some  of  the  problems  that  you  have  just  raised, 
and  others  that  come  up  as  on  this  question  of  unemployment  insur¬ 
ance,  as  to  what  appropriate  standards  of  welfare  payments  are  going 
to  be  in  the  various  States.  And  I  have  not  even  mentioned  such 
problems  as  law  enforcement.  I  wish  that  our  Commission  had  had 
an  opportunity  to  do  more  work  in  this  field,  for  it  is  clear  that  the 
way  in  which  our  law  enforcement  responsibility  is  divided  has  aided 
many  of  the  powerful  groups  who  are  engaged  in  various  forms  of 
crime  and  corruption  to  operate  in  various  shelters,  because  they  take 
advantage  of  the  division  of  responsibility  in  the  States  and  of  the 
fact  that  the  Federal  Government  does  not  reach  into  all  of  these 
areas. 

Here  is  an  area — a  very  important  one  involving  an  annual  cost  to 
society  of  many  billions  of  dollars.  The  Commission  might  very  well 
undertake  a  study  of  the  possibilities  of  more  effective  law  enforce¬ 
ment  in  our  society. 

Representative  Smith.  In  other  words,  the  syndicates  soon  find  out 
where  the  low  pressure  areas  are  ? 

Mr.  Iyestnbaum.  They  find  out  where  the  low  pressure  areas  are; 
they  can  have  their  headquarters  in  a  State  where  they  are  sheltered 
because  they  have  no  local  activities  and  do  business  in  other  States 
where  they  are  subject  to  prosecution,  only  to  the  extent  that  they  come 
into  direct  conflict  with  the  law,  and  they  are  taking  advantage  of  this 
division  of  responsibility  in  law  enforcement  to  a  degree  that  I  think 
represents  a  very  serious  problem  for  our  society.  This  could  be  a 
highly  constructive  area  for  the  Commission  to  operate  in.  There  are 
many  others. 

Representative  Smith.  I  have  nothing  further. 

Representative  Fountain.  Mr.  Hoffman. 

Representative  Hoffman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not 
have  any  questions. 

Representative  Fountain.  Mr.  Langen. 

Representative  Langen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

First,  may  I  compliment  the  witness  for  the  very  fine  manner  in 
which  he  has  presented  his  most  constructive  observations  this 
morning. 

Mr.  Iyestnbaum.  Thank  you. 

Representative  Langen.  I  would  like  to  pose  one  question.  I  real¬ 
ize  it  is  repetitious  to  some  of  the  material  you  have  already  presented, 
and  presented  so  well,  but  I  would  like  to  further  it  a  little  more. 

The  thing  that  keeps  puzzling  my  mind  with  regard  to  the  Com¬ 
mission — and  I  say  it  not  critically  at  all —  is  this :  The  exact  objective 
and  purpose  of  the  Commission,  as  to  whether  it  is  to  be  one  which 
is  basically  informational,  in  gathering  information  regarding  these 
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various  problems  and  relations  between  Federal  and  other  levels  of 
government,  or  whether  the  purpose  is  going  to  be  one  of  lending 
direction  to  the  operation  of  each  of  these  governments  in  their 
respective  fields. 

And  if  it  is  one  of  direction,  the  thing  that  seems  to  puzzle  me  is 
this — and  let’s  suppose  that  we  are  concerned  with  reapportionment, 
be  it  education  or  welfare,  or  whatever  the  cn se  may  be;  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  does  recommend  the  local  unit  of  government  should  carry 
a  greater  responsibility,  or  ought  to  respond  to  the  problem  which 
exists.  And  using  the  State  legislature  as  an  example,  do  you  feel 
that  they  are  apt  to  respond  more  readily  to  a  recommendation  from 
this  Commission  than  they  do  to  the  demands  of  the  constituents 
within  this  local  unit  of  government,  and  in  what  way  can  the  Com¬ 
mission  serve  in  clarifying  or  getting  response  which  in  so  many  in¬ 
stances  is  the  real  need — it  is  a  matter  of  getting  response  in  that 
legislative  body. 

Mr.  Kestnbalm.  Congressman,  you  put  your  finger  right  on  the 
problem.  I  would  like  to  address  myself  to  that  for  a  moment,  be¬ 
cause  I  think  that  the  answer  to  that  problem  would  determine  the 
effectiveness  of  the  Commission  itself. 

We  have  had  no  end  of  commissions.  We  have  already  had  a  com¬ 
mission  on  this  subject,  and  the  Commission,  as  you  will  recall,  pro¬ 
posed  that  there  be  studies  of  this  whole  subject  of  intergovernmental 
relations,  and  the  subcommittee  headed  by  Congressman  Fountain 
has  engaged  in  very  extensive  inquiries.  Now,  does  this  mean  that 
the  subject  has  been  exhausted?  In  my  judgment,  not  at  all. 

I  think  very  valuable  material  has  been  collected,  and  it  now  remains 
to  be  seen  what  can  be  done  about  it. 

Now,  in  one  way  or  another  the  people  who  are  the  professionals 
interested  in  government;  that  is,  legislators,  Governors,  mayors, 
political  scientists,  now  have  a  body  of  information  which  is  far 
richer  than  anything  they  ever  had  before.  We  have  produced  as  a 
result  of  our  combined  efforts  a  great  deal  of  very  valuable  infor¬ 
mation. 

Now,  the  question  is :  How  can  we  make  use  of  this  ?  And  we  need 
to  make  use  of  it  in  various  places.  One,  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  which  has  certainly  shown  a  very  great  interest  in  the  subject. 

This  does  not  mean  that  the  Congress  has  accepted  all  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Commission,  or  that  it  would  accept  all  of  the 
recommendations  of  the  proposed  Commission,  but  certainly  it  is  the 
hope  that  such  a  commission  would  have  some  influence,  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  would  pay  some  attention  to  the  recommendations  of  this  Com¬ 
mission.  Particularly  if  the  Commission  does  its  work  effectively  and 
in  the  spirit  that  has  been  proposed  and  does  not  become  a  special 
pleader,  or  a  vehicle  for  special  pleaders. 

It  seems  to  me  the  role  of  the  Commission  ought  to  be  that  of  ad¬ 
vising  the  Congress,  of  issuing  statements  which  would  be  in  the 
nature  of  advice  to  State  and  local  governments — I  should  say  serious 
studies  that  would  be  submitted  for  their  consideration. 

We  cannot  guarantee  that  a  State  legislature  will  pay  very  much 
attention  to  reports  of  this  kind,  but  this  is  part  of  the  democratic 
process  of  stimulating  sufficient  discussion  on  the  part  of  the  public 
to  make  the  State  legislatures  sensitive  to  the  kind  of  discussion  that, 
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is  going  on.  An  obdurate  State  legislature  can  resist  these  things 
indefinitely,  I  realize  that. 

If  it  is  opposed  to  reapportionment  it  can  hold  off  indefinitely.  A 
minority  can  control  the  situation.  But  there  are  elections  held  every 
2  years,  in  fact,  elections  of  some  kind  are  held  every  year,  and 
people  do  have  an  opportunity  ultimately  to  express  themselves  on  these 
questions,  if  they  are  sufficiently  excited  about  them. 

I  would  hope  that  what  the  Commission  would  do  ultimately  is 
provide  a  sense  of  direction,  as  you  have  suggested,  indicate  what  are 
the  areas  in  which  action  is  needed  to  improve  the  quality  of  govern¬ 
ment  in  the  United  States ;  what  are  the  sensitive  areas,  and  to  make 
its  findings  public  and  to  hold  hearings  and  to  develop  its  thinking — 
and  this  calls  for  hard  thinking,  too.  Very  hard  thinking. 

And  I  would  hope  that  we  would  take  advantage  of  the  resources 
that  are  available  in  our  universities.  The  political  scientists  have 
much  to  contribute  here.  I  would  hope  that  local  studies  would  be 
encouraged  in  the  various  States.  If  in  each  State  there  were  a  com¬ 
mission  or  body  of  some  kind  that  would  examine  the  situation  within 
the  State  itself,  that  would  be  a  highly  desirable  result. 

A  few  States  have  already  done  this  in  response  to  the  work  of  the 
Commission  of  which  I  was  Chairman.  I  wrould  hope  more  will  be 
willing  to  do  so,  and  that  the  proposed  Commission  could  stimulate 
this  further. 

I  go  back  to  my  original  proposition :  Much  of  this  work  has  to  be 
done  at  the  State  and  local  level.  The  value  of  the  commission  at  the 
National  level  is  that  these  are  national  problems,  which  call  for  na¬ 
tional  leadership.  In  fact,  I  would  say  that  what  has  been  accom¬ 
plished  through  the  grant-in-aid  program,  by  and  large,  is  that  the 
National  Government  has  assumed  leadership,  in  getting  the  States 
to  participate  in  programs  which  are  in  the  national  interest,  and  that 
the  total  sums  expended,  though  they  have  been  large,  have,  on  the 
whole,  been  well  justified,  because  they  have  induced  the  States  to 
undertake  programs  which  they  would  not  ordinarily  have  under¬ 
taken. 

Therefore,  I  see  this  Commission,  if  it  is  well  organized  and  func¬ 
tions  well,  as  being  a  vehicle  through  which  information  and  re¬ 
search  could  be  made  available  to  citizens,  and  the  interest  of  citizens 
stimulated,  and  participation  on  the  part  of  the  Congress  encour¬ 
aged,  so  that  greater  attention  is  paid  to  this  whole  problem. 

Representative  Langen.  No  further  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Kestnbaum. 
You  have  just  discussed  a  matter  which  has  concerned  me  consider¬ 
ably.  As  we  were  discussing  just  before  the  hearing  this  morning,  the 
subcommittee  has  been  very  much  interested  in  knowing  the  extent  to 
which  representatives  of  local  and  State  government  have  interested 
themselves  in  the  reports  of  the  Commission  which  you  headed.  I 
was  hopeful  we  would  find  they  had  given  very  careful  study  to  your 
reports.  We  were  disappointed  to  find  that  the  very  splendid  job 
which  your  Commission  did  seems  to  have  had  very  little  impact  at 
the  local  and  State  levels. 

We  asked  some  specific  questions  in  our  regional  hearings  to  as¬ 
certain  what  impact  the  report  of  the  Kestnbaum  Commission  and 
its  recommendations  have  had  upon  the  operations  of  State  and  local 
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governments.  We  were  surprised  to  find  that  many  public  officials 
were  not  even  familiar  with  that  work. 

Now,  that  was  a  temporary  commission.  Certainly  an  advisory 
commission  is  no  panacea.  As  you  have  indicated,  this  problem  is  so 
broad,  so  vast,  that  it  will  necessitate  continuing  studies  by  a  lot  of 
people:  government,  private  institutions  and  organizations,  and  in¬ 
dividuals.  But  if  an  advisory  commission  of  this  kind  could  light  a 
flame  in  the  minds  of  a  representative  group  of  local  and  State 
officials  throughout  this  country,  to  enable  them  to  become  better 
informed  and  to  encourage  them  to  engage  in  educational  programs 
within  their  respective  areas,  even  if  it  did  no  more,  a  commission  of 
this  kind  would  serve  a  most  useful  purpose  in  our  Federal  system. 
I  believe  that  if  our  Federal  system  is  to  survive  and  to  remain 
strong,  we  must  have  strong  local  and  strong  State  government. 

As  you  have  so  well  stated,  many  of  the  States  have  been  slow  to 
recognize  the  needs  of  fast-growing  metropolitan  areas  and  while  I 
come  from  a  State  which  is  primarily  agricultural,  it  is  rapidly  be¬ 
coming  more  industrialized.  Even  in  my  State  the  trend  is  toward 
urbanization,  and  we  can  see  many  of  the  same  problems  which  exist 
in  the  more  urban  and  metropolitan  areas  of  the  country. 

How  to  stimulate  a  greater  sense  of  responsibility  on  the  State 
and  local  levels  in  certain  important  areas  seems  to  be  one  of  the  great 
problems,  as  was  so  well  pointed  out  in  the  report  of  your  Commission 
and  by  our  hearings.  We  are  hopeful  that  in  a  very  modest  way  the 
Advisory  Commission  proposed  by  these  bills  will  serve  to  focus 
public  attention  on  this  problem,  and  through  this  educational  ave¬ 
nue  stimulate  greater  State  responsibility.  At  least  that  is  my  per¬ 
sonal  feeling  about  it. 

Mr.  Kestnbaum.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  concur  very  heartily,  and 
T  really  believe  that  a  commission,  if  it  is  well  organized  and  well 
directed,  could  do  even  more. 

Representative  Fountain.  Like  any  commission  or  organization, 
if  it  is  not  well  organized  and  well  operated,  it  may  serve  no  useful 
purpose.  But  we  never  know  until  we  attempt  it. 

Mr.  Kestnbaum.  That  is  right. 

Representative  Fountain.  Any  other  questions  ? 

I  want  to  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Kestnbaum,  for  taking  this 
time  from  your  very  busy  schedule  to  come  before  this  joint  committee 
to  give  us  the  benefit  of  your  very  wide  experience  in  studying  these 
complicated  problems. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Kestnbaum.  It  has  been  a  pleasure  for  me  to  be  here. 

Representative  Fountain.  We  have  another  very  distinguished 
witness  this  morning.  I  might  add  as  a  preface  to  presenting  him 
that  Senator  Hart  had  intended  to  be  here  to  present  our  next  wit¬ 
ness,  the  Governor  of  the  great  State  of  Michigan,  the  Honorable  G. 
Mennen  Williams.  Unfortunately,  circumstances  beyond  his  control 
prevent  Senator  Hart  from  being  present  this  morning. 

I  am  sure  Governor  Williams  is  known  to  all  of  us.  We  are  very 
grateful  that  he  has  taken  time  from  his  very  busy  schedule  and  has 
made  this  special  trip  to  Washington  to  testily  this  morning. 
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I  might  also  observe  that  Governor  TV  il'liams  was  most  cooperative 
and  helpful  to  the  subcommittee  during  the  course  of  our  regional 
hearings. 

Governor  Williams. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  G.  MENNEN  WILLIAMS,  GOVERNOR  OF  THE 

STATE  OF  MICHIGAN 

Governor  Williams.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Ervin.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  say  at  this  point  it  may  be  I 
will  have  to  leave  before  Governor  Williams  completes  his  statement. 
I  hope  not,  but  I  have  another  engagement  which  is  very  important. 

Representative  Fountain.  We  will  understand  if  you  find  it  neces- 
sary  to  leave,  Senator.  We  are  aware  of  the  important  meeting 
which  you  have  to  attend. 

We  are  very  happy  to  have  you  with  us,  Governor.  Please  proceed 
with  your  statement. 

Goveinoi  Williams.  I  hank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of 
the  committee.  It  is  a  pleasure,  indeed,  to  have  this  opportunity  to 
appear  before  your  committee  and  express  my  views  on  what  is  un¬ 
questionably  a  matter  of  great  importance  and  one  which  will  assume 
even  greater  urgency  in  the  years  immediately  ahead.  I  refer,  of 
course,  to  the  dynamics  of  our  American  Federal-State  system  which 
you  hawe  so  aptly  termed  “intergovernmental  relations.” 

I  might  say  that  even  for  a  Governor  to  testify  after  Mr.  Ivestn- 
baum,  it  is  a  matter  of  some  trepidation. 

Ihis  term,  “intergovernmental  relations,”  is  certainly  descriptive 
of  the  dimension  of  the  problem  this  subcommittee  has  studied  for  the 
past  2  years.  The  Federal-State  system  is  far  more  than  the  com¬ 
fortably  simple  concept  of  sovereign  States  and  a  central  National 
Government.  In  its  governmental,  political,  social,  and  economic 
ramifications,  it  resembles  less  the  superficial  analogy  of  a  layer  cake 
than  it  does  the  more  complex  and  accurate  analogy  of  a  marble 
cake.  We  are  a  nation  of  States,  that  is  true;  but  as  a  people  we 
live  more  and  more  in  great  cities  and  their  burgeoning  suburbs,  and 
also  in  towns  and  villages  and  in  rural  settlements.  Our  lives  are 
affected  by  great  economic  and  cultural  currents  which  sweep  the 
country  in  many  instances  and  in  some  sweep  the  whole  world  as 
well  as  just  our  own  locality. 

The  basic  challenge  of  our  Federal-State  system  is  not  one  of 
achieving  some  abstract  and  enduring  equilibrium  or  balance  in  the 
division  of  governmental  powers  and  functions  between  the  States  and 
the  Central  Government.  A  state  of  balance  or  equilibrium  by  its 
very  nature  assumes  static  conditions.  One  thing  its  certain,  la¬ 
dies  and  gentleman,  the  American  system  of  governmental  freedom 
and  justice,  free  enterprise,  technology,  and  personal  life  is  anything 
but  static.  It  is  dynamic,  ever-changing,  constantly  adapting  to  the 
needs  and  demands  of  new  opportunities  and  a  restless  people. 

Our  challenge,  indeed  our  mission  as  public  servants,  is  not  to  erect 
artificial  and  unrealistic  compartments  of  governmental  activity. 
Rather  it  is  the  stimulating  and  often  arduous  task  of  maintaining 
freedom  and  social  justice  while  encouraging  and  facilitating  those 
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major  breakthroughs  in  technology,  art,  and  science  that  have  made 
our  comparatively  young  society  the  world’s  most  affluent  and  power- 
ful. 

This  is  the  essence  of  the  art  of  government  and  politics.  It  is  an 
art  that  demands  of  the  practitioner  that  unique  blend  of  a  dedicated 
sense  of  responsibility  and  responsiveness  to  the  governed,  a  profound 
and  deeply  rooted  knowledge  of  and  respect  for  the  wellsprings  of 
our  free  institutions  of  self-government  and  those  precious  liberties 
that  make  us  a  free  people,  and  an  attitude  of  state  of  mind  that  is 
open  to  innovation  in  achieving  a  more  abundant  life  for  our  people. 

Your  subcommittee  and  its  staff,  Mr.  Chairman,  have  been  true  to 
this  tradition  as  is  most  evident  in  the  published  testimony  of  the 
hearings  you  have  conducted  and  the  report  you  have  issued.  I  am 
particularly  grateful  for  your  courtesy  in  extending  these  hearings  on 
H.E.  6904  for  another  day  so  that  I  might  appear.  I  also  wish  to  ex¬ 
press  my  appreciation  for  the  fine  reception  you  accorded  the  Lieuten¬ 
ant  Governor  of  Michigan  when  he  appeared  in  my  behalf  during 
your  regional  hearings  in  Chicago  in  October  1957.  Both  Washing¬ 
ton  and  the  Congress  are  indeed  fortunate  in  having  Philip  Hart  as 
the  j  unior  Senator  from  Michigan,  for  he  brings  with  him  a  wealth  of 
experience  concerning  the  problems  and  opportunities  of  State  gov¬ 
ernment. 

You  are  to  be  congratulated  on  the  thoroughness  and  the  objectivity 
of  your  study.  You  did  not  succumb  to  the  siren  call  of  oversimpli¬ 
fication  and  you  did  not  retreat  behind  an  opaque  curtain  of  slogans 
and  meaningless  generalities. 

If  there  is  any  reservation  I  have  about  your  report,  it  goes  not  to 
its  substance  but  to  its  scope.  I  feel  strongly  that  the  problem  of 
intergovernmental  relations  today  and  particularly  in  the  years  ahead 
go  far  beyond  the  present  grant-in-aid  programs  with  which  you 
dealt  primarily.  These  programs  are  important.  I  agree  also  with 
your  conclusions  that  there  is  neither  sufficient  cause  nor  significant 
support  for  their  abandonment  now,  but  that  there  is  room  for  im¬ 
provement  in  their  content  and  administration.  Yet  I  feel  that  the 
emergent  problems  of  intergovernmental  relations  are  even  more 
complex  than  the  grant-in-aid  area  and  that  they  will  test  the  resiliency 
of  our  federal  system  more  severely  than  any  or  all  of  the  problems  it 
has  faced  to  this  time. 

In  lending  my  support  to  the  subcommittee  recommendation  for 
the  establishment  of  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations,  therefore,  I  would  like  to  develop  why  I  think  such  an 
organization  is  necessary  in  the  light  of  what  I  see  as  the  developing 
crisis  in  our  federal  system.  But  first  let  me  summarize  and  say  that 
I  believe  we  need  every  institution  we  can  develop  that  will  help  our 
Federal-State  system  adjust  itself  to  the  dynamic  challenges  of  our 
day  and  to  correct  and  readjust  any  defects  that  may  evolve  through 
special  pressures  or  changed  conditions.  Only  constant  review,  wise 
discussion,  and  bold  vision  can  keep  us  at  top  efficiency. 

While  I  don’t  claim  the  authority  of  an  expert,  I  feel  that  my  11 
years  as  Governor  of  one  of  our  wealthiest,  fastest  growing,  and 
most  industrialized  States  does  permit  me  to  speak  from  an  experience 
that  has  witnessed  the  exciting  revitalization  of  State  government, 
the  powerful  impact  of  urbanization,  an  exploding  population  growth, 
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and  the  full  flowering  of  a  fiscal  crisis  that  has  been  developing  for 
some  time  in  practically  every  State  in  the  Union.  In  addition,  I 
have  had  the  opportunity  to  view  the  Federal  system  from  a  national 
perspective,  having  served  a  total  of  about  5  years  in  the  Justice 
Department,  the  Social  Security  Board,  and  OPA,  both  in  Washington 
and  in  Michigan. 

Many  observers  of  the  American  scene  have  been  quick  to  condemn 
State  government  and  only  too  ready  to  relegate  it  to  the  limbo  of 
governmental  obsolescence.  Others  have  as  quickly  condemned  the 
National  Government  for  alleged  encroachments  on  the  sovereignty 
of  the  States  and  some  have  passionately  urged  repeal  of  the  20th 
century  and  its  attendant  economic,  social,  and  governmental  prob¬ 
lems.  I  was  happy  to  read  that  your  committee  found  both  extremes 
unrealistic  and  superficial. 

No  one  would  deny  that  our  Federal-State  system  is  currently  ex¬ 
periencing  noticeable  stresses  and  strains.  These  are  most  obvious  in 
the  widely  publicized  difficulties  confronting  a  number  of  State 
governments  this  year  and  which  will  be  descending  on  other  States 
much  sooner  than  you  think.  I  am  convinced  that  the  States  will 
overcome  these  difficulties.  If  they  do  not,  then  we  may  well  witness 
the  gradual  atrophy  of  unresponsive  and  ineffectual  State  govern¬ 
ments.  Out  of  bitter  frustration  and  impatience  born  from  not  ob¬ 
taining  the  services  and  programs  they  expect  and  deserve  from  their 
State  capitals,  the  American  people  may  ring  the  death  knell  of 
American  federalism  by  carrying  all  of  their  problems  to  Washington 
and  in  so  doing  stultify  the  dynamism  of  the  American  system.  This 
none  of  us  want,  I  am  sure,  and  your  proposal  is  a  sincere  effort  to 
prevent  this  from  happening. 

In  approaching  the  Federal-State  relationship  problem,  everyone 
is,  of  course,  aware  of  the  advantage  of  maintaining  as  much  govern¬ 
mental  power  as  possible  in  the  local  and  State  governments,  in  order 
to  prevent  centralization  and  the  practical  realization  of  Lord  Acton’s 
dictum  that  “absolute  power  corrupts  absolutely.”  On  the  other  hand, 
we  are  confronted  with  the  more  modern  and  topical  aphorism  of 
Adlai  Stevenson  that  the  alleged  matter  of  Federal  encroachment 
involves  not  as  much  “States  rights”  but  “States  wrongs.”  We  are 
compelled  also,  I  say  regretfully,  in  view  of  the  trek  of  the  cities  to 
the  Federal  Government  for  aid,  to  wonder  whether  the  government 
closest  to  the  people  is  that  government  that  is  geographically  nearest 
or  that  government  that  is  nearest  in  interest  because  it  does  something 
about  problems. 

My  immediate  purpose  is  not  to  try  to  propose  answers  to  the  ques¬ 
tions  that  these  statements  raise,  but  rather  to  indicate  that  whatever 
our  ideal  relationship  is  between  the  Federal  and  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments  there  are  forces  at  work  from  time  to  time  which  tend  to 
transfer  or  build  power  in  one  area  or  another,  quite  apart  from  any 
abstract  theory.  My  purpose  further  is  to  support  the  idea  that  an 
advisory  council  such  as  H.R.  6904  suggests,  representing  as  it  does 
Federal,  State,  and  local  government,  could  be  an  admirable  agency 
to  review,  consider,  and  advise  on  the  condition  of  our  Federal-State 
system. 

To  support  then  the  idea  of  setting  up  a  permanent  representative 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  I  would  like 
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to  consider  with  you  some  of  the  potent  problems  or  forces  that  affect 
the  relationship  between  our  several  governmental  areas. 

Before  developing  any  of  them  in  any  detail  I  would  like  to  list  what 
I  believe  are  some  of  the  major  issues  not  only  worthy  of  close  and 
continuing  scrutiny  but  really  demanding  of  study  and  planning. 

1.  Relative  Federal,  State,  and  local  tax  power,  and  the  relative 
ability  of  each  government  to  meet  present  and  emergent  needs. 

2.  Two  potent  and  critical  emergent  needs  that  have  strong  local 
tradition,  but  which  are  of  national  concern  and  which  have  received 
some  national  attention — urbanization  and  education. 

3.  Full  prosperity  and  full  employment. — a  subject  with  mostly 
national  answers,  but  with  plenty  of  local  questions. 

4.  Unrepresentative  character  of  many  State  legislatures  and  the 
consequent  demand  for  national  action  in  the  face  of  State  inaction. 

5.  Question  of  areas  of  either  Federal  or  State  action  and  the 
operation  of  Federal  preemption. 

And  I  might  just  give  an  example  here,  though  I  won’t  develop  it, 
the  matter  of  the  NLRB  cases,  for  example,  where  through  the  execu¬ 
tive,  one  day  we  had  a  very  broad  interpretation  and  a  few  days 
later  a  much  narrower  one,  and  as  a  consequence  the  States  were  in 
no  position  to  do  their  part  of  the  business,  because  they  didn’t  know 
how  far  to  push  their  jurisdiction.  And,  of  course,  more  recently  the 
problem  of  sedition  has  come  before  us,  but  here,  of  course,  the  Court 
has  preempted  the  local  field  for  the  Federal  Government  at  the 
moment. 

6.  Desirability  of  national  uniformity  or  general  conformity  with 
or  without  areas  of  discretion  and  local  administration,  such  as  inter¬ 
state  highways,  unemployment  compensation,  grants-in-aid. 

At  this  point  I  would  like  to  insert  a  seventh,  which  isn’t  in  my 
text,  and  that  is  the  transfer  of  war  budget  to  peace  budget,  in  the 
event  of  disarmament  or  lessening  of  cold  war  pressures,  the  change¬ 
over  from  armament  to  public  works,  education,  and  so  forth,  so  as 
not  to  suddenly  deflate  the  economy. 

Obviously,  I  must  be  the  first  to  admit  that  many  problems  will  not 
fall  into  any  of  the  neat  categories  I  have  suggested.  Many  will  fall 
into  several  categories  and  some  into  none.  But  the  important  fact 
remains :  there  are  problems  of  utmost  importance  and  urgency  that 
tend  to  evade  mutual  consideration  of  our  several  governmental  units, 
until  suddenly  one  government  makes  a  decision  which  has  impact  on 
the  others.  A  unilateral  decision  may  be  good  or  bad.  But  a  multi¬ 
lateral  decision  would  have  the  advantage  of  mutual  planning  and 
consideration  and  timing  permitting  better  implementation. 

Because  I  believe  the  matter  of  fiscal  power  is  of  tremendous  im¬ 
portance,  I  would  like  to  read  what  I  have  written  here  in  that  area: 

1.  That  the  Federal  Government’s  power  to  tax  greatly  exceeds 
that  of  the  States  requires  no  argument  because  of  the  well-known 
efficacy  of  the  Federal  personal  and  corporate  income  taxes  and  the 
relative  amount  of  revenues  raised. 

The  questions  remain,  “Do  the  States  have  sufficient  power  to  meet 
their  obligations  ?  Have  they  done  their  part  ?  ” 

The  States  since  World  War  II,  for  State  and  local  purposes,  have 
about  tripled  their  spending,  indebtedness,  and  taxes.  From  1946 
through  1957,  State  and  local  expenditures  rose  from  $14.1  billion  to 
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$47.6  billion,  indebtedness  from.  $15.9  billion  to  $53.2  billion  and  taxes 
from  $16  billion  to  $45.9  billion.  During  the  last  few  years,  State 
and  local  spending  has  jumped  an  average  of  over  $3  billion  annually. 
Comparison  with  the  Federal  Government  shows  that  the  States 
have  been  doing  their  share. 

But  the  States  are  increasingly  running  into  the  problem  that  their 
ability  to  raise  revenues  is  falling  behind  their  taxing  powers.  Some 
of  the  pressures  I  will  later  discuss.  The  tax  problems  of  the  States 
have  been  all  too  evident  this  year,  when  some  35  States  were  forced 
to  consider  tax  increases,  and  when  a  good  many  of  them,  including 
my  own  State,  have  found  it  very  difficult  to  come  up  with  the  neces¬ 
sary  revenues. 

State  legislatures  are  constantly  slowed  down  in  their  consideration 
of  taxes  for  important  services  by  the  argument  of  interstate  tax  com¬ 
petition.  It  is  alleged  that  if  taxes  are  passed  business  will  leave  the 
State  or  refuse  to  come  in.  This  is  an  argument  that  is  used  in  State 
after  State. 

My  purpose  here  is  not  to  argue  the  validity  of  the  point  of  inter¬ 
state  tax  competition,  but  merely  to  point  out  that  it  tends  to  depress 
the  efforts  of  the  States  to  meet  their  own  needs.  When  the  States  fail 
to  meet  their  own  needs,  then  there  is  pressure  to  meet  these  needs 
from  the  Federal  Government.  As  the  history  of  the  last  decade 
indicates,  the  Federal  Government  has  not  been  unresponsive  to  those 
needs.  As  a  consequence,  there  has  been  an  increase  in  taxes,  but  Fed¬ 
eral  rather  than  State  taxes. 

An  advisory  council  could  well  consider  ways  and  means  of  the 
States  getting  the  necessary  taxes  to  meet  their  own  necessary  prob¬ 
lems  in  some  way  which  would  prevent  the  effect  of  interstate  tax 
competition.  That  there  are  such  ways  was  demonstrated  when  the 
Federal  Government  entered  the  death  tax  field  in  order  to  terminate 
unfair  competition  between  the  States. 

I  would  like  to  say  at  this  point  that  I  believe  of  the  six  or  seven 
points  that  I  have  raised,  probably  at  the  present  time  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  are  those  relating  to  the  fiscal  abilities  of  the  Federal,  State  and 
local  government,  and  the  unrepresentative  character  of  many  State 
legislatures,  because  I  think  the  two  of  these  serve  to  put  more  and 
more  pressure  on  the  Federal  Government  to  enter  into  fields  which 
the  State  governments  could  well  perform. 

I  think  this  is  most  unfortunate,  particularly  at  this  time  when  the 
National  Government  has  such  challenges  in  the  field  of  international 
affairs,  in  the  management  of  our  economy  and  the  like. 

I  think  that  we  as  a  Nation  ought  to  be  doing  everything  possible 
to  return  to  the  States  as  many  of  the  powers  and  duties  as  possible 
so  that  the  Federal  Government  could  have  more  time  to  attend  to  its 
emerging  problems  of  international  and  national  importance, 

2.  Our  Federal  system  must  rest  on  viable  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  and  must  recognize  in  its  operation  the  momentous  forces  that 
are  shaping  the  future.  As  I  have  suggested,  State  after  State  is 
finding  itself  in  the  unprecedented  situation  where  the  growth  of  State 
and  local  problems  has  been  at  a  rate  far  greater  than  the  financial 
capacity  these  governments  now  possess  to  cope  with  them. 

Two  great  domestic  movements  have  already  wrought  profound 
changes  in  all  phases  of  American  life  and  have  generated  immense 
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pressures  on  State  and  local  governments.  These  are  urbanization 
and  the  technological  and  scientific  revolution  whose  effects  are  felt 
throughout  society.  The  increasingly  complex  and  challenging  prob¬ 
lems  as  well  as  opportunities  of  metropolitan  living  are  the  fruits  of 
an  urban  culture.  The  unprecedented  need  for  educated  men  and 
Avomen  is  the  major  social  product  of  the  new  technology.  All  told 
these  represent  a  staggering  responsibility  for  traditional  forms  of 
government.  I  would  like  to  elaborate  on  these  trends  because  they 
are  really  critical  to  an  appreciation  of  our  dilemma  at  the  State  and 
local  level  and  point  to  the  kinds  of  problems  that  I  visualize  as  fall¬ 
ing  within  the  purview  of  the  proposed  Commission. 

In  many  States,  including  Michigan,  these  two  developments  have 
generated  unusual  pressures  on  government  because  of  an  incredible 
population  growth,  particularly  m  urban  areas.  We  are  accustomed 
to  an  expanding  population.  It  is  one  of  the  persistent  facts  of 
modern  life.  But  what  Ave  are  witnessing  in  most  regions  of  the 
country  is  a  population  thrust  of  such  proportions  that  one  needs  no 
sixth  sense  to  have  foreboding  of  trouble.  Census  figures  reveal  a 
national  groAvth  between  1950  and  1957  of  13  percent. 

Unfortunately  for  State  and  local  government  in  States  like  Michi¬ 
gan,  this  growth  has  not  been  evenly  distributed  among  the  States 
and  certainly  not  within  the  States.  Only  10  States  experienced  a 
percentage  population  growth  of  more  than  20  percent  from  1950- 
1957.  Only  3  among  these  10  could  properly  be  termed  populous  and 
predominantly  urban  States — Florida,  California,  and  Michigan. 
The  problems  attendant  upon  this  population  explosion  can,  there¬ 
fore,  be  observed  in  their  fullest  development  in  a  State  like  Michigan 
which  has  been  the  fastest  growing  State  in  the  midcontinent,  and 
among  the  10  fastest  growing  States  in  the  Nation.  It  is  obvious 
that  Michigan,  California,  and  several  other  large,  rapidly  growing 
States  not  only  are  faced  with  problems  on  a  magnitude  and  more 
intense  than  those  in  other  States,  but  in  attempting  to  meet  these 
problems  come  up  against  obstacles  other  States  have  not  yet  en¬ 
countered. 

Metropolitan  area  governments  have  run  into  the  same  situation. 
Because  this  fantastic  population  growth  tends  to  concentrate  around 
our  major  cities,  the  variegated  problems  of  metropolitan  living  are 
not  shared  by  all  communities.  The  Council  of  State  Governments 
prepared  a  report  to  the  Governors’  Conference  in  1956,  entitled  “The 
States  and  the  Metropolitan  Problem.”  It  contained  some  revealing 
statistics.  Between  1940  and  1950,  metropolitan  areas  accounted  for 
more  than  four-fifths  of  the  total  national  gain.  For  the  5-year 
period,  1950-55,  however,  metropolitan  areas  gained  13.7  percent  in 
population,  while  the  remainder  of  the  Nation  increased  by  only 
one-lialf  of  1  percent. 

Michigan  statistics  tell  an  equally  dramatic  tale.  Since  1940  there 
has  been  a  steady  decline  in  the  percentage  of  Michigan’s  citizens 
living  outside  of  the  State’s  seven  major  metropolitan  areas.  In  1957, 
nearly  68  percent  of  Michigan’s  people  lived  in  one  of  these  population 
centers,  all  of  which  are  concentrated  in  the  southern  strip  of  the 
State  and  particularly  in  the  six  southeastern  counties  around  Detroit. 

These  figures  only  portray  one  dimension  of  this  growth.  While  it 
is  true  that  metropolitan  areas  have  developed  at  a  breathtaking  rate, 
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this  expansion  has  been  concentrated  along  the  fringes  of  our  great 
cities.  Nationally,  while  metropolitan  areas  increased  by  over  13 
percent  from  1950  to  1955,  central  cities  grew  by  only  3.8  percent, 
while  the  peripheral  areas  shot  up  by  27.8  percent.  The  Detroit  area 
reveals  an  even  more  startling  pattern.  A  recent  market  survey  done 
by  the  Detroit  Times  shows  that  between  1950  and  1958  Detroit  added 
only  3.1  percent  to  its  population,  while  the  urban  fringe  has  expanded 
by  over  67  percent. 

What  this  population  explosion  has  meant  governmentally  is  not 
a  matter  of  speculation.  While  we  welcome  this  growth  as  evidence 
of  the  dynamism,  strength,  and  wealth  of  our  State  and  its  economy, 
and  as  eloquent  testimony  of  the  faith  people  have  in  its  future,  we 
also  know  only  too  well  the  problems  that  this  progress  carries  with  it. 

While  I  can  speak  knowledgeably  only  of  Michigan,  1  am  positive 
our  experience  is  not  unique.  Conditions  of  congestion,  rising  popu¬ 
lation  density  and  both  residential  and  industrial  obsolescence  in  the 
older  parts  of  the  cities,  coupled  with  the  growth  of  new  settlements 
in  the  suburbs,  have  produced  inescapable  needs  for  more  community 
facilities,  expanded  and  improved  services  and  more  effective  and 
efficient  government. 

As  more  people  are  drawn  to  our  urban  centers  the  most  apparent 
demand  is  for  adequate  transportation  facilities.  Every  city  in  Mich¬ 
igan  is  wrestling  with  sticky  transportation  problems  ranging  from 
the  support  of  increasingly  inefficient  mass  transit  systems  to  accom¬ 
modating  a  virtual  flood  of  traffic  gushing  into  main  arterial  highways 
and  streets.  Expressway  planning  and  construction,  traffic  control, 
accident  prevention,  expanded  parking  facilities  and  adequate  ter¬ 
minals  for  business,  commercial  and  industrial  requirements  suddenly 
erupt  as  major  governmental  concerns.  The  Detroit  area,  for  example, 
has  enjoyed  a  35.6  percent  increase  in  automobile  registrations  since 
1950  and  you  have  only  to  get  caught  up  once  in  rush-hour  traffic  on 
one  of  Detroit’s  expressways  to  have  this  fact  brought  home  with  some¬ 
what  pungent  saliency.  Urban  areas  have  been  able  to  begin  coping 
with  this  challenge  only  because  the  Federal  Government  through  its 
various  highways  and  expressway  aid  programs  has  provided  the 
financial  capacity  necessary  to  undertake  the  job. 

Improved  transportation  has  meant  intensified  outward  mobility  of 
the  metropolitan  population.  Multiple  problems  have  been  thrown  up 
by  this  human  tide.  Again  the  most  obvious  are  those  directly  affect¬ 
ing  people.  Water  supply,  drainage,  and  sewage  disposal  have  with¬ 
out  question  been  the  most  disrupting.  Inadequate  platting  laws  and 
public  health  regulations  not  only  conspire  to  make  life  less  than 
utopian  for  the  suburbanite,  but  tend  to  inhibit  potential  growth. 
Present  water,  drainage  and  sewage  facilities  are  taxed  to  the  limit 
and  beyond  as  the  multitudes  settle  in  suburbia. 

In  the  Detroit  area  alone  there  has  been  a  76.9-percent  increase  in 
new  home  construction  since  1950.  Eventually,  because  there  has 
been  no  proper  planning  for  this  flood  of  new  settlers,  maximum  ca¬ 
pacities  are  exceeded  and  if  State  public  health  officials  do  not  call 
a  halt  to  further  development,  local  officials  find  themselves  incapable 
of  handling  the  rising  influx.  Fortunately,  the  Federal  program  of 
financial  assistance  for  municipal  sewage  treatment  facilities  has  pro¬ 
vided  some  needed  reserves  of  capital,  but  valuable  as  this  has  been,  it 
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lias  not  been  more  than  a  stopgap.  There  are  several  critical  areas  in 
southern  Michigan  where  water  and  sewage  systems  have  reached 
maximum  capacities,  but  because  of  local  governmental  jurisdictional 
disputes  and  a  combined  financial  incapacity  born  of  inadequate  tax 
base  and  borrowing  power,  needed  expansion  has  not  been  possible. 

The  centrifugal  population  pressures  have  produced  serious  land- 
use  problems,  some  of  them  beyond  the  fiscal  competence  of  local 
units.  We  have  increasingly  become  conscious  of  the  need  for  or¬ 
derly  land-use  programs  if  we  are  not  to  compound  the  grievous 
errors  committed  when  the  central  cities  expanded. 

As  people  and  industries  leave  the  central  city  for  more  desirable 
locations  on  the  periphery,  they  leave  behind  them  a  residue  of  prob¬ 
lems  that  have  been  termed  “urban  blight.”  This  includes  obsolete 
business,  commercial,  and  industrial  sites,  as  well  as  decaying  residen¬ 
tial  neighborhoods  and  outright  slums.  New  communities  may  and 
are  taking  preventative  measures  to  nip  these  plagues  in  the  bud  by 
imposing  zoning  and  planning  regulations.  But  for  the  older  reaches 
of  the  metropolitan  area  drastic  surgery,  not  preventative  medicine, 
is  needed.  Again,  only  through  the  various  Federal  loan  and  grant 
programs  for  slum  clearance,  urban  renewal,  and  rehabilitation  and 
public  housing  have  our  large  cities  been  able  to  undertake  even  the 
modest  remedies  they  have. 

Education,  while  part  of  the  emergent  package  of  urban  problems, 
poses  unique  challenges  of  its  own.  Maintaining  a  system  of  public 
education  has  traditionally  and  properly  been  a  major  responsibility 
of  local  government.  I  feel  deeply  that  this,  as  much  as  anything 
else,  has  Been  a  major  bulwark  to  the  diversity  and  strength  of  the 
American  system.  We  must  preserve  this  tradition. 

Having  said  this,  however,  I  must  immediately  add  that  it  is  in¬ 
creasingly  doubtful  if  State  and  local  governments  can  continue  to 
bear  the  almost  complete  financial  support  of  education,  under  present 
tax  conditions.  In  Michigan,  the  financing  of  public  education  has 
historically  rested  upon  local  property  taxes.  These  levies  have 
gradually  reached  a  level  that  has  become  onerous  to  residential 
property  owners  and  unjust  to  business  and  industrial  property  hold¬ 
ers.  As  a  result,  the  State  has  increased  its  support  of  public  educa¬ 
tion  through  State  aid  payments  to  local  school  districts.  We  have 
about  reached  the  point  where  even  State  aid  has  hit  its  realistic  maxi¬ 
mum,  and  the  question  remains  unanswered — where  do  we  go  from 
here? 

If  it  were  just  a  matter  of  maintaining  a  school  system  geared  to  the 
rate  of  population  increase,  we  might  be  able  to  see  our  way  through. 
This  is  not  the  case,  however.  During  the  past  10  years,  while  Michi¬ 
gan’s  population  has  increased  about  22  percent,  our  school  population 
skyrocketed  by  53  percent,  and  we  expect  this  trend  to  continue  for 
another  decade  at  least.  The  statistics  here  are  young  people,  scores 
of  whom  are  yet  to  be  born.  Live  births  in  Michigan  increased  from 
an  average  of  84,000  annually  during  the  forties  to  the  current  annual 
average  of  200,000.  Between  1950  and  1957,  we  witnessed  a  30-per- 
cent  increase  in  live  births. 

What  this  means  for  our  schools  is  obvious.  There  has  been  an 
incredible  piling  up  of  children  in  the  State's  classrooms  and  unpre¬ 
cedented  demands  for  teachers  and  facilities.  The  national  projec- 
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tions  indicate  about  20  percent  more  children  enrolled  in  public  schools 
by  1965.  In  Michigan  we  expect  nearly  40  percent  more  students,  or 
about  double  the  national  estimate.  I  am  sure  that  the  other  rapidly 
growing  urban  States  could  report  similar  prospects. 

Equally  challenging  for  the  States  and  those  local  governments  sup¬ 
porting  institutions  of  higher  education  is  the  maintenance  of  publicly 
supported  colleges  and  universities  at  a  level  commensurate  with  the 
increasing  demands  placed  upon  them  by  the  rapidly  changing  tech¬ 
nology  of  industry,  commerce,  and  government.  We  in  Michigan 
have  been  acutely  aware  of  this  responsibility  because  the  great  ma¬ 
jority  of  our  college  students  attend  publicly  supported  institutions. 
Among  the  populous,  urban  States,  only  California  puts  a  greater 
amount  of  State  funds  per  capita  into  higher  education  than  does 
Michigan.  About  one-fourth  of  Michigan’s  general  fund,  budget  is 
allocated  to  our  nine  State-supported  colleges  and  universities. 

Michigan,  California,  and  a  number  of  Western  States  spend  more 
per  capita  for  higher  education  than  do  many  other  States.  Histori¬ 
cally,  these  States  have  accepted  the  major  responsibility  for  higher 
education  whereas  other  States,  such  as  New  York,  Ohio,  Illinois,  and 
Massachusetts,  to  name  a  few,  have  traditionally  relied  more  on  pri¬ 
vate  colleges  and  universities.  Michigan  makes  no  apology  for  its 
superb  institutions  of  higher  education  and  we  intend  to  maintain 
and  improve  their  standards.  We  feel  that  higher  education  is  both 
a  legitimate  and  desirable  function  of  State  government  and  we  will 
continue  to  build  those  institutions  so  they  may  keep  pace  with  both 
the  flood  of  new  students  produced  by  a  growing  population,  and  the 
need  for  educated  and  skilled  people  generated  by  an  increasingly  com¬ 
plex  society. 

It  is  certainly  not  my  suggestion  that  support  of  higher  education 
should  become  a  Federal  responsibility.  But  I  do  maintain  that 
the  quality  and  capacity  of  institutions  of  higher  education  are  mat¬ 
ters  of  utmost  concern  to  the  Nation  and  that  there  is  a  need  to  explore 
avenues  of  assistance  to  higher  as  well  as  to  elementary  and  secondary 
education. 

This  summary  has  only  touched  dramatic  highpoints  of  what  popu¬ 
lation  growth  has  meant  for  most  State  and  local  governments.  1 
have  not  even  mentioned  the  great  social  and  cultural  undercurrents 
running  through  our  urban  centers  and  what  these  portend.  I  have 
not  discussed  the  problems  created  by  improved  health  standards. 
More  babies  are  born  and  live.  Older  people  live  longer,  and  need 
special  care.  I  have  not  posed  the  yet  unanswered  questions  concern¬ 
ing  recreation  and  leisure  time  that  will  assume  pointed  urgency  as  the 
social  consequences  of  automation  and  greater  life  expectancy  catch 
up  with  us.  There  are  the  new  and  baffling  public  health  problems 
generated  by  chronic  illness  and  environmental  disease,  air  pollution, 
and  radiation  hazard.  And  I  did  not  dwell  at  all  on  those  more 
familiar  functions  of  State  government  that  at  times  struggle  in  vain 
to  maintain  their  service  levels — mental  hospitals,  correctional  institu¬ 
tions,  welfare  agencies,  and  conservation  programs. 

My  only  purpose  in  elaborating  what  must  by  now  be  a  familiar 
story  to  you  was  to  underscore  the  reasons  why  so  many  State  and 
local  governments  seem  to  be  gripped  in  crisis.  I  do  not  suggest  that 
the  Congress  or  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  should  assume 
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what  are  properly  the  responsibilities  of  the  States  and  municipalities. 
I  do  suggest  quite  emphatically,  however,  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  a  stake  in  maintaining  a  vigorous  and  effective  system  of 
State  and  local  governments,  and  that  unless  serious  study  is  given  to 
the  genuine  problems  engulfing  them  and  realistic  programs  devised 
to  assist  in  resolving  these  problems,  we  will  all  lose  in  the  process. 

3.  It  is  generally  recognized  that  a  basic  responsibility  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  maintaining  full  prosperity  and  full  employment. 
Only  the  Federal  Government  with  its  national  fiscal  and  regulatory 
powers  is  in  a  position  to  cope  with  the  problems  of  a  national  economy. 
Statutory  recognition  of  this  unique  responsibility  was  provided  in 
the  Employment  Act  of  1946,  and  while  there  may  be  differences  over 
the  contents  and  implementation  of  the  policy,  few  knowledgeable 
people  will  dispute  its  legitimacy  and  propriety. 

Management  of  a  national  economy  inevitably  involves  State  and 
local  as  well  as  national  affairs.  Understandably  of  interest  to  State 
and  local  governments  are  those  programs  shared  with  the  Federal 
Government  that  relate  directly  or  indirectly  to  prosperity  and  em¬ 
ployment.  I  refer,  of  course,  to  programs  in  the  public  assistance, 
health  and  medical,  education,  urban  renewal  and  housing,  agricul¬ 
tural,  employment,  and  highway  fields.  But  these  are  not  the  only 
matters  that  are  and  should  be  of  concern  to  State  and  local  officials. 
The  monetary  and  tax  policies  pursued  by  the  Federal  Government 
have  widespread  repercussions  in  the  operations  of  State  and  local 
governments.  The  scope  and  magnitude  of  public  works,  law  enforce¬ 
ment,  management-labor  relations,  and  other  Federal  policies  are  of 
vital  concern  ot  State  and  local  governments.  To  paraphrase  my 
earlier  statement,  while  we  live  in  States,  cities,  towns,  villages,  and 
farms,  we  are  all  part  of  the  same  Nation  and  prosper  or  suffer  as 
workers  m  the  same  national  economy. 

Federal  action  or  inaction,  therefore,  affects  people  and  State  and 
local  units  of  government  throughout  the  Nation.  While  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  full  prosperity  and  full  employment  in  the  final  analysis 
requires  national  answers,  there  are  plenty  of  local  questions  involved. 
Your  report  indicated  the  need  for  flexible  federalism  and  that  the 
lesponsibility  for  public  service  should  be  decentralized  to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  extent  consistent  with  the  maintenance  of  responsible  and  effec¬ 
tive  government. 

I  agree  and  would  add  this  footnote.  Even  with  respect  to  those 
domestic  areas  where  the  Federal  Government  has  by  necessity  and 
circumstances  the  major  responsibility  for  policy  and  action,  there 
is  much  to  be  gained  bv  the  kind  of  continuing  analysis  provided  by 
tne  proposed  Advisory  Commission.  It  seems  eminently  sensible  to  me 
ioi  representatives  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  to  con¬ 
sider,  discuss,  and  advise  on  these  matters  that  cut  across  and  through 
governmental  jurisdictions  and  which  are  of  deep  concern  to  all  levels 
of  government. 

4.  One  of  the  interesting  sections  of  your  report  related  to  what 
are  termed  “impediments  to  decentralization.”  These  impediments 
were  cited  as  major  considerations  limiting  any  immediate  reduction 
m  the  various  Federal  grant  activities.  They  have  also  been  strategic 
factors  in  the  assumption  of  programs  by  the  National  Government 
that  perhaps  should  properly  have  been  undertaken  by  the  States.  In 
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addition,  they  are  important  inhibitions  to  more  responsive  and  effec¬ 
tive  State  programs  to  accommodate  those  pressures  I  discussed 
earlier. 

We  in  Michigan  have  met  or  are  meeting  the  need  for  greater  local  - 
home  rule  and  administrative  reorganization.  Michigan’s  constitution 
contains  one  of  the  most  generous  home  rule  provisions,  and  while  this 
does  not  extend  complete  autonomy  and  discretion  to  local  govern¬ 
ments,  it  does  grant  broad  powers  of  self-government,  Michigan  is 
also  among  the  few  States  that  have  undertaken  the  challenging  task 
of  administrative  reorganization.  Last  year  the  legislature  enacted 
a  reorganization  bill  empowering  the  Governor  to  reorganize  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  branch  of  government  subject  to  legislative  veto.  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  are  on  the  way  to  substantial  improvement  in  governmental 
efficiency  through  reorganization. 

Most  significant  among  these  impediments,  I  feel,  is  the  unrepre¬ 
sentative  character  of  most  State  legislatures.  A  quick  survey  of  the 
legislative  articles  of  the  States’  constitutions  shows  how  pervasive 
this  problem  really  is.  Nearly  every  State  suffers  unrepresentative 
legislative  bodies.  In  some,  this  is  due  to  persistent  legislative  refusal 
to  reapportion  so  that  representation  approximates  population  dis¬ 
tribution.  Some  States,  for  example,  have  not  had  legislative  re- 
apportionment  since  the  turn  of  the  century,  despite  the  vast  growth 
of  cities  and  the  relative  decl ine  of  rural  and  nonurban  population.  In 
other  States  there  has  been  deliberate  gerrymandering  in  favor  of  the 
nonurban  areas.  What  we  have  in  Michigan  is  not  uncommon  among 
other  States.  The  Michigan  constitution  defines  the  senatorial  dis¬ 
tricts,  and  you  may  be  sure  the  result  is  anything  but  representation 
based  upon  population.  Wayne,  Oakland,  and  Macomb  Counties, 
with  about  half  the  State’s  population,  are  represented  by  less  than 
one-third  of  the  State  senate. 

Your  report  states  that  “the  matter  of  equitable  legislative  repre¬ 
sentation  goes  right  to  the  heart  of  democratic  government.”  I  could 
not  agree  more  wholehearedly.  Legislative  reapportionment  and  con¬ 
stitutional  revision— they  are  intimately  connected  in  most  States — - 
are  reforms  of  the  highest  priority  if  State  governments  are  to  be 
responsive  to  the  genuine  needs  and  wishes  of  their  constituents,  and 
effective  in  supplying  the  services  and  programs  essential  for  our  time. 

Legislative  bodies  familiar  with  and  responsive  to  the  needs  and 
wishes  of  the  nonurban  minority  have  not  and  perhaps  will  not  enact 
State  policies  so  urgently  required  by  an  expanding  _  metropolitan 
population.  This  is  an  area  of  reform  that  must  be  initiated  and  car¬ 
ried  through  by  the  States,  and  we  will  probably  need  all  the  advice 
and  assistance  we  can  get. 

5.  The  Federal  Government  has  seen  fit  on  numerous  occasions  to 
buttress  important  State  functions  with  its  superior  and  more  stable 
revenue  system.  Over  the  years,  through  the  use  of  grants,  loans, 
and  tax  offsets,  the  National  Government  has  worked  through  State 
and  local  governments  to  accomplish  desirable  and  legitimate  goals — 
unemployment  compensation,  airport  construction,  municipal  sewage 
disposal,  highways,  public  assistance,  public  housing  and  urban  re¬ 
newal,  vocational  education  and  rehabilitation,  water  pollution,  public 
health,  and  many  others. 
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Frequently  the  impetus  for  these  programs  of  Federal-State-local 
cooperation  developed  out  of  State  inaction  or  inadequate  action.  The 
programs  were  and  are  needed,  for  there  is  no  evidence  that  if  they 
were  to  be  turned  over  to  the  States  under  present  conditions  of  legis¬ 
lative  representation  and  State  revenue  systems  the  programs  would 
be  maintained  at  their  present  levels.  Indeed,  at  times  we  have  diffi¬ 
culty  in  obtaining  sufficient  money  to  match  the  Federal  funds. 

It  may  well  be,  however,  that  as  State  governments  become  more 
responsive  to  their  predominantly  urban  constituents  through  reap¬ 
portionment,  become  more  efficient  instruments  of  public  service  and 
develop  more  adequate  revenue  systems,  some  of  the  functions  now 
shared  by  the  Federal  and  State  Governments  may  be  assumed  by  the 
States.  I  don’t  think  we  are  ready  for  this  yet,  but  as  conditions 
change  it  may  be  desirable  to  consider  such  transfers  in  responsibility. 
An  Advisory  Commission  would  serve  as  a  useful  vehicle  for  the  kind 
of  continuing  review  necessary  if  such  transfers  are  to  be  made  on  a 
realistic  basis  that  will  assure  that  the  States  possess  both  the  capacity 
and  the  desire  to  carry  on. 

In  other  areas  where  either  the  Federal  and  State  Governments  may 
act  it  would  be  desirable  for  continuing  studies  to  guide  both  Federal 
and  State  officials.  Often  States  are  uncertain  about  what  direction 
State  policy  should  take  where  the  Federal  Government  has  preempted 
the  field  or  where  Federal  policy  has  not  followed  a  consistent  pat¬ 
tern.  _  I  am  thinking  particularly  of  the  area  of  labor-management 
relations  where  Federal  policy  tends  to  change  from  time  to  time. 
Even  in  the  highway  program' Federal  policy  has  not  been  consistent 
over  the  years.  The  question  has  again  been  opened  concerning  State 
action  in  the  area  of  sedition  and  subversive  activities. 

These  are  all  policy  fields  that  are  subject  to  many  unanswered 
questions  and  gaps.  The  Advisory  Commission  would  make  a  sig¬ 
nificant  contribution,  I  think,  if  it  were  to  review  the  areas  of  coordi¬ 
nate  Federal  and  State  responsibility  with  a  view  toward  raising  those 
unresolved  questions  of  jurisdiction  and  responsibility  that  should  be 
considered  by  both  the  Federal  and  State  Governments.  I  am  not 
suggesting  any  specific  directions  that  either  the  Federal  or  State 
Governments  should  take,  but  rather  recommending  that  this  impor¬ 
tant  series  of  problems  be  given  the  kind  of  study  that,  an  Advisory 
Commission  could  provide. 

6.  Considerable  success  has  been  achieved  by  cooperative  Federal- 
State  action  in  administering  uniform  national  policies  through  State 
and  local  governments.  The  unemployment  compensation  and  the 
interstate  highway  programs  come  immediately  to  mind  as  examples. 

Should  this  pattern  be  applied  to  other  areas  now  considered  the 
primary  responsibility  of  either  Federal  or  State  Governments?  Can 
this  cooperative  example  be  extended  to  yet  unexplored  areas  of  taxa¬ 
tion,  service,  and  regulation  ?  I  don’t  presume  to  know  the  programs 
that  might  admit  of  such  an  arrangement  or  to  suggest  that  they 
should  be  so  handled. 

There  is  no  question  in  my  mind,  however,  that  the  whole  range  of 
Federal  activity  should  be  analyzed  constantly  with  a  view  toward 
relieving  it  of  those  responsibilities  that  can  be  done  better  or  just 
as  well  by  the  States.  I  suggest  this  because  I  feel  that  the  Federal 
Government  should  be  strengthened  in  its  capacity  to  do  those  things 
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which  it  alone  can  do.  Specifically,  I  think  this  encompasses  the  cru¬ 
cial  tasks  of  foreign  relations,  national  security  and  economic 
stability. 

We  should  find  ways  of  clearing  the  decks  of  Federal  responsibility 
in  order  that  the  President  and  Congress  may  concentrate  more  and 
more  on  the  management  of  the  national  economy  and  the  conduct  of 
foreign  policy.  For  a  number  of  important  domestic  programs,  it 
may  be  desirable  for  the  Federal  Government  to  establish  basic  na¬ 
tional  policies  and  for  State  and  local  government  to  administer  these 
policies  operating  within  discretionary  limits  and  observing  national 
standards  provided  in  the  basic  policy. 

While  I  would  be  the  first  to  admit  that  the  suggestions  made  in  this 
statement  are  tentative  and  require  further  and  careful  study,  I  do 
feel  they  merit  precisely  that — further  and  careful  study.  I  have 
indicated  what  appear  to  me  to  be  the  major  issues  confronting  the 
American  Federal-State  system.  Study  of  these  issues  is  the  basic 
reason  why  I  feel  the  proposed  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  is  desirable  and  should  be  established. 
Therefore,  I  urge  favorable  committee  consideration  for  H.R.  6904 
and  recommend  its  quick  enactment  by  the  Congress. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  for  a  very  important  and  a 
well-prepared  statement. 

I  would  like  to  say  I  agree  with  your  observations  on  page  2  that 
the  problems  of  intergovernmental  relations  go  far  beyond  the  grant- 
in-aid  programs. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  when  our  subcommittee  was  engaged  in  deter¬ 
mining  what  we  should  attempt  to  cover,  we  very  quickly  concluded 
that  because  the  field  of  intergovernmental  relations  is  so  vast  and 
our  time  so  limited,  even  though  we  devoted  considerable  time,  we 
probably  should  concentrate  our  attention  first  on  the  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  about  which  so  much  had  been  said  in  the  Kestnbaum 
Commission  report  and  which  are  of  concern  to  so  many  people. 

In  fact,  we  pointed  that  out  in  the  preface  of  our  30th  report,  which 
said : 

The  subcommittee  is  aware  of  the  many  nongrant  areas  of  intergovernmental 
relationships  where  significant  frictions  or  jurisdictional  ambiguities  exist  and 
which  require  early  attention  if  we  are  to  preserve  a  healthy  Federal  system. 
These  include  regulatory  activities,  law  enforcement,  water  and  other  natural 
resource  policies,  and  the  management  of  public  lands  and  military  installa¬ 
tions.  While  some  of  these  problems  were  raised  in  hearings  or  in  question¬ 
naire  responses,  the  subcommittee  has  not  yet  attempted  any  systematic  study 
of  these  matters  and,  consequently,  they  are  not  treated  in  this  report.  Neither 
has  the  subcommittee  concerned  itself  with  the  question  of  the  proper  demarca¬ 
tion  between  public  and  private  areas  of  economic  responsibility. 

After  we  had  studied  the  testimony,  we  concluded  that  this  is  a 
field  requiring  continuing  study,  as  was  so  well  pointed  out  in  the 
letter  which  Mr.  Kestnbaum  wrote  to  the  President  in  transmitting 
his  Commission’s  report..  And  because  the  field  is  so.  vast,  we  con¬ 
cluded  that  the  logical  step  was  the  introduction  of  legislation  of  this 
kind,  designed  to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  which  would 
function  as  a  continuing  agency,  clothed  with  the  responsibility  for 
continuous  study  in  this  vast  field  of  which  Federal  grants-m-aid  are 
only  a  part. 
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Governor  Williams.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  didn’t  mean  to  seem  to  be 
criticizing.  You  had  done  so  well  in  the  field  you  had  gone  into,  I 
wanted  to  encourage  you  to  look  elsewhere. 

Resp  resen  tative  Fountain.  I  did  not  construe  it  as  that.  I  simply 
wanted  to  concur  with  you.  I  wish  the  subcommittee  could  have 
gone  further,  but  the  extent  to  which  we  did  go  into  it  satisfied  us 
that  something  more  needed  to  be  done. 

I  would  like  to  say  also,  Governor,  that  Senator  Muskie  was  very 
sorry  he  could  not  be  here  this  morning  and  asked  me  to  express  his 
regrets.  He  had  had  a  longstanding  engagement  in  Maine  and  found 
it  impossible  to  be  here.  He  did  want  to  be  present  when  you  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  committee. 

Mrs.  Dwyer  ? 

Representative  Dwyer.  No  questions. 

Representative  Fountain.  Mr.  Smith? 

Representative  Smith.  I  just  have  one  question,  here.  I  am  im¬ 
pressed  with  these  precise  figures  on  the  increase  in  the  indebtedness 
and  the  expenditures  of  the  States.  I  knew  it  was  considerable  but 
I  didn’t  realize  it  was  quite  that  much. 

In  view  of  that,  I  wonder  just  how  practical  it  is  to  suggest  that 
the  States  might  be  able  to  take  on  more  expenditures  that  the  Federal 
Government  now  makes.  Do  you  think  that  really  can  be  accom¬ 
plished  ? 


.  Governor  Williams.  Mr.  Smith,  I  think  that  the  States  have  the 
innate  ability  to  raise  further  taxes  if  they  would  but  I  think  this 
soi  t  of  blanket  they  throw  over  the  States  to  dampen  their  enthusiasm 
of  the  argument  of  interstate  competition  for  business  means  that  the 
States  have  reached  a  practical  limit  at  least  for  the  time  being  until 
they  overcome  this  argument. 

Now  this  argument  could  be  overcome  in  a  number  of  different 
ways,  as  I  suggest  at  the  bottom.  We  had  a  problem  many  vears  a^o 
where  States  got  into  the  field  of  inheritance  taxation.  And  then 
there  were  a  few  States  that  didn’t  tax  inheritance  at  all.  As  a  con¬ 
sequence,  all  of  the  rich  people  who  were  footloose  went  to  those  States 
where  there  was  no  inheritance  tax  and  other  States  then  had  diffi¬ 
culty  m  having  proper  taxes. 

The  Federal  Government  then  stepped  in,  I  assume  at  the  request 
of  the  States  and  passed  an  overall  death  tax  giving  the  States  credit 
for  the  taxes  they  had  and  thereafter  all  of  the  States  got  into  this 
Hold  of  t fixation. 

I  feel  that  either  through  compact  or  through  some  Federal  ar¬ 
rangements,  the  States  can  be  encouraged  to  exercise  their  taxing 
power  commensurate  with  the  job  that  has  to  be  done  and  I  think  that 
while  I  don  t  want  to  here  give  any  specific  formula,  I  think  that  this 
is  something  that  has  to  be  done  or  otherwise  the  States  will  fail  to 
do  their  jobs  and  the  Federal  Government  will  iret  more  and  more 
piled  onto  it.  And  there  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  I  feel  strongly 
that  a  council  of  this  kind  would  be  of  tremendous  importance  If 
studies  were  made  to  show  why  the  States  were  not  performing  their 
functions  and  to  what  degree  they  are  not  performing  them,  then  I 
think  the  people  of  the  country  would  rise  up  as  Mr.  Kestnbaum  said, 
and  not  only  discuss  this  but  do  something  in  order  to  give  back  to 
the  States  the  powers  thev  should  have. 
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Representative  Smith.  Just  for  example,  not  asking  you  to  say 
what  you  think  of  it,  but  I  have  proposed  a  time  or  two  that  perhaps 
the  Federal  Government  could  levy  10  percent  more  income  taxes  and 
then  give  it  to  the  States  in  one  check  on  the  condition  they  would 
do  away  with  their  income  tax  laws  and  departments.  This  would 
save  all  that  overlapping  and  detail  and  investigations  and  arguing 
and  all  that. 

Do  you  think  if  some  formula  were  found  whereby  additional 
money  could  be  given  through  the  Federal  taxing  powers  to  the  State, 
do  you  think  they  would  exercise  responsibilities  in  these  areas  that 
the  Federal  Government  has  stepped  into  ? 

Governor  Williams.  I  think  this  is  one  of  the  distinct  possibilities. 
It  may  be  first  that  there  would  have  to  be  some  minor  directions 
from  the  Federal  Government  in  the  utilization  of  these  funds  or  in¬ 
stead  of  just  giving  them  that  grant,  maybe  they  would  have  to  tax 
themselves  and  get  an  equal  credit. 

I  think  this  is  a  very  distinct  possibility  of  improving  our  Federal 
system. 

Representative  Smith.  Anyway,  you  view  this  committee  perhaps 
through  its  studies  and  so  forth,  as  pointing  out  the  area - 

Governor  Williams.  I  do  and  the  system  you  mention  if  I  under¬ 
stand  it  correctly,  is  not  too  far  from  what  they  do  in  Canada,  where 
they  return  a  port  ion  of  their  income  taxes. 

Representative  Smith.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  your  previous  example 
of  the  estate  tax  is  practically  the  same  thing. 

Governor  Williams.  No;  I  think  things  of  this  nature  certainly 
have  to  be  tested  and  experimented  with.  We  can’t  be  sure  that  the 
first  method  we  suggest  will  achieve  the  results  that  we  want,  but 
unless  we  are  working  at  this,  we  are  not  going  to  get  the  answer  and 
I  do  feel  that  if  we  let  things  just  slide,  the  State  powers  are  going  to 
atrophy. 

Representative  Fountain.  Mr.  Hoffman. 

Representative  Hoffman.  I  have  read  your  statement  which  was 
given  me  as  you  came  in.  It  is  certainly  comprehensive  and  has  many 
suggestions  which  warrant  careful  study. 

I  notice  on  page  4,  paragraph  4,  you  make  the  statement  that  the 
people  came  to  the  Federal  Government  because  they  didn’t  get  what 
they  wanted  of  the  States. 

Now  what  would  you  say  about  the  proposition  that,  while  the  people 
do  not  ask  anything  of  the  State  legislatures  or  of  the  executive  branch 
which  is  not  good  and  desirable,  the  sad  fact  remains  that  the  States 
do  not  have  the  money  to  comply  with  their  demands? 

Governor  Williams.  If  I  understand  your  question  correctly,  it 
is  sort  of  the  question  of  the  egg  and  the  chicken.  Where  are  you 
going  to  break  into  this  unfortunate  circle?  The  States,  as  far  as 
any  constitutional  power  goes,  have  all  the  power  necessary  to  levy 
taxes.  If  they  wanted  to,  they  could  raise  as  much  as  the  Federal 
Government,  but  because  of  a  sense  of  competition  between  the  States, 
not  to  get  out  of  line,  I  think  there  has  been  a  dampening  on  the  use 
of  their  powers. 

I  don’t  feel  that  there  is  any  inherent  legal  reason  why  the  States 
shouldn’t  have  the  money. 
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Representative  Hoffman.  Then  your  answer  is  in  substance  that 
taxes  sufficient  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  people  should  be  levied  by 
the  States  ? 

Governor  Williams.  That  is  exactly  right,  but  there  are  forces 
opposed  to  that.  As  Mr.  Kestnbaum  pointed  out,  the  people  who  say 
that  the  States  should  do  certain  things — that  is  as  a  general  rule,  that 
the  States  should  do  it  rather  than  the  Federal  Government — then 
when  specific  actions  come  up  that  should  be  supported  in  the  States, 
then  they  go  there  and  defeat  the  specific  action  in  the  State 
government. 

Representative  Hoffman.  But  the  people  who  make  the  demands  as 
a  rule  don’t  pay  the  bulk  of  the  taxes ;  do  they  ? 

Governor  Williams.  Well,  I  don’t  thing  that  is  true.  I  think  one 
of  the  largest  demanding  groups  is  the  cities.  The  cities  need  help 
for  education,  they  need  help  for  public  works  of  all  kinds  and  by 
and  large  as  you  know  in  our  own  State  of  Michigan,  it  is  the  urban 
areas  that  provide  most  of  the  tax  and  get  the  least  of  the  benefits. 

Representative  Hoffman.  But  it  is  true,  isn’t  it,  that  the  people  are 
asking  for  more  than  they  can  pay  for?  Maybe  they  are  not  asking 
for  anything  that  isn’t  good.  Certainly,  they  are  not  asking  for  any¬ 
thing  that  isn’t  desirable  for  some  particular  group,  but  the  overall 
demands  just  exceed  the  ability  of  the  State  to  pay. 

Governor  Williams.  Well,  it  all  depends  upon  what  you  mean  is 
the  ability  of  the  State  to  pay.  In  taxes  we  are  paying  a  relatively 
small  percentage  of  our  gross  national  product  and  there  is  no  reason 
why  if  we  wanted  to,  we  couldn't  pay  more. 

Representative  Hoffman.  What  I  mean  by  inability  to  pay  is, 
where  there  is  taxation  that  prevents  the  accumulation  of  a  surplus 
which  can  be  invested  and  give  employment.  If  you  take  away  all  a 
fellow’s  profits,  he  can’t  create  a  job,  that  is  sure. 

Governor  Williams.  The  dollars  and  profits  left  after  taxes  cer¬ 
tainly  is  sufficient  to  do  a  lot  more  if  the  people  warnt  to  do  it. 

Representative  Hoffman.  And  want  to  pay  for  it. 

Our  situation  in  Michigan,  if  I  understand  it  correctly,  and  I  don’t 
know  very  much  about  it,  is  that  the  folks  just  want  more  than  we 
can  pay  for  or  more  than  they  are  willing  to  pay  for. 

Governor  Williams.  I  would  put  it  differently :  They  want  more 
than  they  want  to  pay  for.  Not  that  they  want  more  than  they  can 
pay  for.  They  could  pay  for  a  lot  more  if  they  wanted  to. 

For  example,  in  education.  We  talk  sometimes  slightingly  about 
some  of  our  southern  neighbors  not  supporting  education.  But  the 
interesting  fact  is  that  many  of  the  Southern  States  pay  a  greater 
percentage  of  their  income  for  education  than  does  the  State  of 
Michigan. 

Representative  Hoffman.  That  is  because  we  are  one  of  the  wealth¬ 
iest  States,  I  suppose. 

Governor  Williams.  Yes,  that  is  one  of  the  reasons. 

Representative  Hoffman.  Well  I  cannot  continue.  There  is  a 
quorum  call  and  I  assume  you  all  want  to  answer.  It  has  been  very 
nice  to  have  you,  Governor. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  am  sure  there  are  many  questions  all 
of  us  would  like  to  ask,  but  we  are  familiar  with  your  schedule. 
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Governor  Williams.  Mr.  Chairman,  before  you  sum  up,  Mr.  Langen 
asked  a  question  and  I  hoped  he  would  ask  it  of  me  so  I  didn’t, put  it  in 
my  response.  This  might  be  well  to  have  on  the  record  and  that  has 
to  do  with  what  this  council  could  do  after  it  was  appointed,  whether 
it  should  be  merely  factfinding  or  whether  it  should  go  further. 

Well  in  my  mind  just  as  you  indicated,  there  is  a  tremendous  need 
for  applied  research  in  this  field.  I  think  we  can  go  a  lot  further  and 
I  think  as  Mr.  Kestnbaum  reported,  as  we  get  the  facts,  then  ex¬ 
perts  in  the  field  will  be  able  to  come  up  with  suggestions  that  will 
be  helpful. 

I  think  it  is  important,  too,  not  only  to  be  a  factfinding  group,  but 
I  think  it  is  important  to  have  all  of  these  various  elements  in  our 
governmental  system — the  Federal,  the  State,  and  the  local — to  sit 
down  together  and  discuss  their  problems. 

I  think  this  catalytic  element  is  tremendously  important.  I  dis¬ 
covered,  for  example,  that  when  some  time  ago  I  called  in  a  group 
of  the  mayors  to  talk  with  me  as  Governor  that  this  was  the  first  time 
that  any  of  the  mayors  could  remember  that  the  Governor  had  ever 
called  them  in  as  mayors  to  discuss  municipal  problems. 

Well  we  certainly  haven’t  solved  all  their  problems  but  at  least  we 
have  them  out  on  the  table  and  know  some  of  the  things  that  we  have 
’to  do. 

I  think  that  getting  people  together  will  be  one  of  the  tremendously 
important  and  vital  elements  of  the  operation  of  this  council. 

And  finally  I  do  think  that  it  can  give  advice  to  the  several  levels  of 
government  and  I  think  perhaps  it  will  stimulate  the  other  groups, 
like  the  Governors’  Conference  and  so  on,  to  go  into  some  of  these 
problems.  So  I  see  that  this  council  will  have  a  great  many  duties 
,  and  opportunities  other  than  just  factfinding. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  quite  agree  with  you,  Governor.  In 
fact,  I  had  a  notation  to  ask  you  that  question.  If  it  were  not  for  the 
quorum  call,  I  probably  would  have  already  asked  it,  so  I  am  glad  that 
you  commented  upon  that. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  understand  that  quite  a  few  of  the  State  legis¬ 
latures  have  a  committee  on  intergovernmental  or  interstate  coopera¬ 
tion.  If  a  commission  of  this  kind  could  encourage  every  State  legis¬ 
lature,  to  establish  and  use  such  a  committee,  these  committees  might 
well  perform  an  important  educational  function,  and  even  help  to  edu¬ 
cate  State  legislatures  in  connection  with  some  of  these  problems.  I 
.  think  you  have  touched  upon  one  of  the  key  things  and  that  is  the 
opportunity  to  be  represented  and  to  be  heard.  The  establishing,  as 
.  Mrs.  Dwyer  expressed  it,  of  lines  of  communication  would  enable  the 
various  levels  of  government  to  feel  that  they  are  responsible  partners 
•  in  our  system,  that  they  have  an  opportunity  to  sit  around  the  table 
and  discuss  their  problems  and  are  not  being  ignored. 

There  is  one  other  question  I  do  want  to  ask  you,  Governor.  Do 
you  have  any  comments  to  make  about  the  general  organizational  ar¬ 
rangements  and  membership  composition  contemplated  by  this  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  ? 

Governor  Williams.  As  I  examined  it,  it  seemed  to  be  a  rather 
reasonable  method  of  putting  it  together  and  I  felt  it  was  more  impor¬ 
tant  to  have  such  an  organization  than  to  argue  about  the  details  of  it. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  can  understand  that.  I  don’t  know 
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whether  you  were  here  when  Mr.  Kestnbaum  commented  upon  this  or 
not,  but,  if  I  recall,  he  expressed  the  point  of  view  that  it  is  more 
important  that  the  thinking  of  the  various  levels  of  government  be 
represented  than  it  is  that  we  have  so  many  members  from  each  of  the 
levels  of  government.  We  didn’t  think  the  question  of  size  was  too 
important.  I  wonder  if  you  have  any  comment  upon  that  ? 

Governor  Williams.  I  would  agree  with  Mr.  Kestnbaum  that  it  is 
important  to  have  the  levels  of  government  represented  but  I  would 
imagine,  since  this  is  a  pretty  broad  country  of  ours,  that  a  city  in 
one  part  of  the  country  would  have  a  different  feeling  from  a  city  in 
another  part  but  more  important  I  discovered  when  I  brought  our 
mayors  together,  there  was  a  wide  cleavage  between  the  big  cities  and 
the  little  cities  and  unless  you  had  an  opportunity  to  get  representa¬ 
tion  within  the  groups — and  I  suppose  this  might  be  true  in  the  States 
as  well — that  you  really  wouldn’t  get  all  the  problems  on  the  table. 

Representative  Fountain.  I  quite  agree  with  you.  Are  there  any 
other  questions  for  the  Governor  ? 

Thank  you  very  much  for  a  most  thought-provoking  statement, 
Governor.  We  appreciate  very  much  your  taking  the  time  to  come 
here  for  this  hearing. 

The  committee  will  stand  in  recess. 

Before  the  committee  is  recessed,  I  would  like  to  mention  that  we 
have  received  statements  from  Governor  Furcolo,  of  Massachusetts; 
Governor  Clyde,  of  Utah;  Governor  Chandler,  of  Kentucky;  an'ij 
Governor  Daniel  of  Texas,  which  will  become  a  part  of  the  record 
along  with  the  statements  previously  received  by  the  committee.  We 
also  have  a  statement  from  Senator  Kefauver  who  is  a  cosponsor  of 
the  Senate  bill. 

I  would  like  to  say  that  all  of  the  statements  that  are  received, 
if  there  is  no  objection,  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

(The  statements  follow :) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Clifford  P.  Case,  a  U.S.  Senator  From  the  State  of 

New  Jersey 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  one  of  the  many  cosponsors  of  S.  2026,  I  am  pleased  to  have 
this  opportunity  to  reiterate  my  support  of  the  establishment  of  a  permanent 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  That  so  many  Sen¬ 
ators  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  have  joined  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Maine,  Mr.  Muskie,  in  sponsoring  this  bill,  is  a  strong  indication  of  the  need 
which  is  felt  for  the  creation  of  such  a  commission  at  this  time. 

I  am  also  pleased  that  identical  bills  have  been  introduced  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  by  Representative  L.  H.  Fountain,  of  North  Carolina,  and 
Representative  Florence  P.  Dwyer,  of  New  Jersey.  As  chairman  of  the  House 
Intergovernment  Relations  Subcommittee,  Representative  Fountain  has  played 
a  leading  role  in  the  extensive  studies  which  were  undertaken  by  that  group 
in  this  field  and  which  resulted  in  the  introduction  of  the  legislation  before 
us  today. 

Representative  Dwyer,  the  ranking  minority  member  of  the  House  subcom¬ 
mittee,  now  holds  the  seat  in  New  Jersey  which  I  once  occupied  as  Con¬ 
gressman  and  which  was  more  recently  held  by  my  colleague,  Senator  Wil¬ 
liams.  I  am  proud  of  the  work  that  Representative  Dwyer  has  done  on  behalf 
of  this  proposal. 

The  need  for  a  permanent  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  has  been  frequently  demonstrated  by  events  in  U.S.  history.  Under  our 
federal  system,  the  allocation  of  power  between  National,  State,  and  local  gov¬ 
ernmental  units  has  presented  recurring  problems  of  jurisdiction  which  have 
plagued  courts  and  legislatures,  and  even  at  times  resulted  in  armed  con¬ 
flict. 
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No  one  would  deny  the  genius  of  the  men  who  devised  the  American  Con¬ 
stitution  in  1787 — certainly  the  federal  system  has  proved  a  remarkable  means 
of  enabling  a  large  and  heterogeneous  population  to  govern  itself  effectively 
with  a  minimum  degree  of  restriction — but,  at  the  same  time,  the  very  nature 
of  the  system  provides  points  for  controversy  and  interpretation. 

Consequently,  American  history  is  replete  with  examples  of  political  strug¬ 
gle  centering  around  disputed  areas  of  Federal  jurisdiction.  The  literature, 
political  and  judicial,  arising  from  these  struggles  provides  a  rich  and  compre¬ 
hensive  addition  to  the  science  of  government.  In  an  effort  to  clarify  areas 
of  jurisdictional  conflict  between  the  various  levels  of  government,  the  courts 
have  handed  down  countless  decisions — ranging  from  taxation  and  commerce 
to  subversion  and  labor  legisation.  Legislators  and  executives  have  struggled 
with  equal  intensity  to  delineate  the  areas  of  intergovernmental  operation,  add¬ 
ing  their  own  wisdom  to  the  debate. 

In  some  cases,  a  legacy  of  suspicion  and  animosity  has  developed  which  has 
tended  to  impede  the  orderly  solution  of  intergovernmental  problems.  Follow¬ 
ing  its  regional  hearings  on  this  subject,  for  example,  the  House  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  voiced  its  surprise  and  alarm  at  the  extent 
of  the  animosity  shown  by  city  officials  toward  State  government.  Similar 
hostility  has  been  evidenced,  in  turn,  by  State  government  officials  in  their 
relations  with  the  Federal  Government. 

Up  to  a  point,  such  conflict  may  be  a  good  thing.  In  a  democratic  society 
it  is  necessary  that  all  points  of  view  be  heard,  even  if  heard  loudly  and  with 
•emotion. 

But  a  point  is  frequently  reached  when  conflict  of  this  nature  is  self-defeating 
and  injurious  to  the  health  of  the  Nation.  Particularly  so  when  it  prevents 
or  curtails  the  amelioration  of  problems  which  may  affect  the  welfare  of  future 
generations.  We  cannot  afford,  in  these  times  of  accelerated  social  and  eco¬ 
nomic  movement  throughout  the  world,  to  let  needless  constitutional  conflicts 
impair  our  ability  to  meet  the  responsibilities  imposed  on  us  by  our  unique  posi¬ 
tion  of  international  strength  and  leadership. 

The  need  for  smoother  functioning  of  our  federal  system  has  become  par¬ 
ticularly  apparent  over  the  last  two  or  three  decades.  A  number  of  significant 
changes  have  occurred  in  our  society  which  will  require  continuing  and  far- 
reaching  attention.  One  is  the  tremendous  upsurge  in  population  growth  which 
has  created  unforeseen  problems  in  housing  and  education.  Another  is  the 
rapid  shift  from  rural  to  urban  and  suburban  living.  Both  of  these  changes 
have  been  associated  with  equally  phenomenal  developments  in  technology  and 
industrialization — developments  which  have  both  favored  and  complicated  the 
trend  toward  metropolitan  expansion. 

As  a  result,  government  on  all  levels  has  expanded  to  meet  the  problems  en¬ 
gendered  by  these  changes.  The  growth  of  government  has  been  particularly 
apparent  on  the  national  level  where  the  additional  requirements  of  national 
defense  and  international  responsibility  have  forced  an  accelerated  expansion 
far  greater  than  any  of  us  might  have  predicted  or  expected  a  decade  ago. 
The  States  have  also  increased  the  size  and  scope  of  their  governmental  activity, 
partly  on  their  own  initiative,  and  partly  on  the  encouragement  of  Federal' 
grant-in-aid  programs. 

The  interrelation  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  governmental  units  brought 
about  by  this  growth  has  in  turn  created  problems  of  its  own.  Our  federal 
system  has  had  to  adjust  in  a  manner  undreamed  of  by  our  Founding  Fathers. 
Since  much  of  the  expansion  in  government  has  been  on  an  ad  hoc  basis,  it  is 
perhaps  only  natural  that  inefficiency  and  confusion  have  frequently  accom¬ 
panied  this  growth.  But  it  is  imperative,  for  the  future,  that  efforts  be  made 
now  to  insure  a  more  fruitful  cooperation  between  the  various  levels  of  gov¬ 
ernment.  The  proliferation  of  grant-in-aid  programs  alone  demands  continuing 
study  and  evaluation.  And  there  are  numerous  areas  of  jurisdictional  conflict 
which  should  receive  more  attention,  particularly  in  relation  to  current  growth 
trends. 

I  am  convinced  that  the  establishment  of  a  permanent  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  would  do  much  in  this  direction.  It  is  a  prac¬ 
tical  idea  and  one  that  could  result  in  concrete  suggestions  for  the  improvement 
of  our  federal  system.  By  bringing  together  officials  and  experts  from  all  levels 
of  government,  the  proposed  Commission  can  foster  a  spirit  of  cooperation, 
and  understanding  which  is  so  essential  to  a  proper  functioning  of  a  federal 
system,  and  which  in  turn  could  pave  the  way  for  -significant  improvements  in 
the  administration  of  cooperative  programs. 
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More  than  ever,  we  need  a  group  of  this  nature  to  study  the  continuing  impact 
of  a  growing  society  on  a  system  of  government  that  was  originally  estab¬ 
lished  for  a  rural  nation  of  only  3  million  people.  Thanks  to  the  flexibility  of 
our  Constitution,  we  have  been  able  to  adjust  to  the  enormous  changes  which 
have  taken  place  since  that  time.  Today,  however,  we  live  in  an  age  in  which 
the  consequences  of  change  are  much  more  immediate  and  significant  than  they 
were  170  years  ago.  If  we  value  the  basic  outlines  of  our  federal  system,  with 
its  balance  of  National  and  State  jurisdictions,  we  must  pay  more  constant 
attention  to  the  problems  associated  with  intergovernmental  relations. 

I  believe  that  the  proposed  Commission  would  prove  a  valuable  and  necessary 
device  for  the  betterment  of  our  system  of  government. 


U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency, 

June  15,  1959. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

V.8.  Senate, 

Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

Chairman,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee, 

House  Committee  on.  Government  Operations, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 


Gentlemen  :  As  a  cosponsor  of  S.  2026,  which  has  been  introduced  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  as  H.R.  6904,  I  earnestly  commend  that  bill  to  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Government  Operations. 

.  S.  2026,  which  would  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations,  deals  with  a  problem  which  has  perennially  plagued  our  federal 
system,  and  which  has  become  more  pervasive  and  more  acute  with  the  increasing 
role  of  the  Federal  Government  in  our  society.  It  is  high  time  that  the  entire 
problem  of  relations  between  the  States  and  the  Federal  Government  be  given 
systematic  and  sustained  attention  on  a  broad  basis,  since  piecemeal  attack  on 
the  problems  of  conflict  of  jurisdiction  and  administration  between  them  has 
proved  inadequate. 

I  wish  to  invite  the  attention  of  your  committees  particularly  to  the  fourth 
and  fifth  purposes  set  forth  in  section  2  of  S.  2026,  expressing  the  intention  that 
the  proposed  Commission,  in  the  performance  of  its  duties,  will— 

“(5)  Encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an  early  state  of  emerging  public 
problems  that  are  likely  to  require  intergovernmental  cooperation ;  and 
“(61  Recommend,  within  the  framework  of  the  Constitution,  the  most 
desirable  allocation  of  governmental  functions  and  responsibilities  among 
the  several  levels  of  government.” 

*  Two  current  problems  in  which  I  have  taken  a  particular  interest  demonstrate 
the  importance  and  the  urgency  of  a  broad  study  of  these  intergovernmental 
relations.  As  a  member  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare, 
I  have  had  occasion  to  struggle  with  the  problem  of  the  so-called  no-man’s  land 
^between  the  functioning  of  the  National  Labor  Relations  Board  on  one  hand  and 
State  courts  and  agencies  on  the  other,  and  I  have  been  made  particularly  aware 
of  the  difficulty  of  reaching  a  wholly  satisfactory  solution  in  the  absence  of  broad 
generally  accepted  canons  of  principle  governing  the  areas  where  there  is  a  gap 
or  overlap  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  of  the  States  and  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  S.  1556,  the  Labor-Management  Reporting  and  Disclosure  Act,  of  which 
I  am  a  cosponsor  and  which  is  now  pending  before  the  House  of  Representatives, 
makes  an  earnest  attempt  to  deal  with  the  problem  in  a  workmanlike  way ;  but 
I  do  not  believe  that  there  is  anyone  who  is  sure  that  it  offers  the  perfect 
solution. 

Another  problem  has  lately  arisen  in  connection  with  section  13a  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Act,  which  was  adopted  as  part  of  the  Transportation  Act  of  1958. 
Section  1.3a  gives  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  authority  to  permit  the 
discontinuance  of  individual  trains  and  ferries  in  intrastate  as  well  as  interstate 
service.  The  Public  Service  Commission  of  the  State  of  New  York  has  expressed 
.grave  apprehension  as  to  the  possible  effect  of  section  13a  in  interfering  with  the 
established  pattern  of  regulation  of  transportation  facilities.  I  have,  therefore, 
in  company  with  Senators  Case  and  Williams  of  New  Jersey,  and  Senator 

•  Keating  of  New  York,  cosponsored  S.  1331,  which  is  now  pending  before  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  and  which  would  sub¬ 
stantially  mitigate  the  evils  inherent  in  section  13a. 
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In  order  to  forestall  such  conflicts  of  jurisdiction,  and  to  make  the  law  of  our 
federal  system  the  seemless  web  which  it  ought  to  be,  consideration  of  the 
relations  between  the  States  and  the  Federal  Government  by  such  a  body  as  the 
proposed  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  would,  in  my 
opinion,  furnish  a  real  contribution  to  our  federal  system,  by  working  out 
principles  of  broad  application  which  would  determine  the  policies  of  the  States 
and  of  the  Federal  Government  in  this  area. 

Sincerely, 

Jacob  K.  Javits. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Estes  Kefauver,  a  U.S.  Senator  From  the  State  of 

Tennessee 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  offer  this  statement  in  behalf 
of  S.  2020.  I  was  delighted  to  join  with  Senator  Muskie  in  cosponsoring  this 

bilk  .  .  ,, 

The  ever-increasing  complexities  of  intergovernmental  relations,  especially 
as  concerns  Federal  grants  to  local  governments,  has  established  a  great  need 
for  a  more  efficient  coordination  of  these  programs  between  the  various  levels 
of  government. 

In  public  works  projects,  particularly,  where  contributions  are  made  by 
county,  State  and  Federal  Governments,  a  proper  liaison  on  the  overall  prob¬ 
lems  would  be  most  helpful  in  reducing  duplication  of  effort. 

I  think  also,  that  frequent  discussion  between  the  officials  from  the  various 
levels  of  government,  could  lead  to  better  planning  and  programing  of  many 
projects,  with  a  view  toward  expediting  in  areas  where  complicated  exchanges 
of  views  and  correspondence  often  retards  the  achievement  of  results. 

In  its  broadest  sense,  S.  2026  would,  I  believe,  help  tremendously  in  bringing 
about,  a  better  understanding  of  mutual  problems  among  officials  of  local,  State 
and  Federal  Governments. 

Such  an  intergovernmental  advisory  commission  as  S.  2026  proposes  would 
also  be  of  great  value  to  the  various  committees  of  Congress  in  providing  a  broad 
perspective  of  the  total  picture  of  the  programs  which  now  originate  in  many 
committees  and  are  directed  to  many  different  jurisdictions.  Coordination 
of  tax  resources  is  still  another  advantage  that  can  be  brought  about  through 
the  functions  of  the  proposed  agency.  - 

I  believe  Senator  Muskie  has  offered  a  well-prepared  proposal  to  which 
he  has  given  much  thought.  Its  objectives  are  most  worthwhile  and  the  costs  of 
implementing  this  program  do  not  seem  excessive  for  the  long-term  results 

that  the  bill  promises.  _ 

I  offer  my  enthusiastic  support,  as  a  cosponsor,  and  urge  that  the  joint  com¬ 
mittee  report  it  favorably. 

June  18, 1959. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Robert  R.  Barry,  a  Representative  in  Congress  From 

the  State  of  New  York 

.  Mr  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  wish  to  express  my  thanks 
to  you  for  providing  me  with  this  opportunity  to  speak  in  behalf  of  what  I 

consider  good  government  operations.  . 

The  philosophy  of  government  as  defined  by  the  President  s  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  is  so  perfectly  in  accord  with  my  own  and  so  much 
better  expressed  than  anything  I  might  attempt,  I  should  and  shall  merely 

“Leave  to  private  initiative  all  the  functions  that  citizens  can  perform  pri¬ 
vately  use  the  level  of  government  closest  to  the  community  for  all  public 
functions  it  can  handle;  utilize  cooperative  intergovernmental  arrangements 
■where  appropriate  to  attain  economical  performance  and  popular  approval; 
reserve  national  action  for  residual  participation  where  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  are  not  fully  adequate,  and  for  the  continuing  responsibilities  that  only 

the  National  Government  can  undertake.”  , 

The  bill  under  consideration  today  would  provide  a  forum  for  discussion  by 
Federal  State  and  local  officials  of  Federal  grant  and  other  programs  requiring 
their  individual  and  concurrent  efforts.  Their  common  problems  are  many  and 
require  the  wholehearted  understanding  and  cooperation  ot  all. 
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I  believe  that  this  bill  will  provide  the  answer  to  a  great  number  of  these 
problems  and  at  the  same  time  protect  the  inherent  sovereignty  of  each  level 
of  government. 

June  22, 1959. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Chester  W.  Bowles,  a  Representative  in  Congress  From 

the  State  of  Connecticut 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  join  with  many  of  my  distinguished  colleagues 
in  supporting  H.R.  6904.  We  hear  much  these  days  about  the  tendency  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  preempt  functions  of  the  States.  Rightly  or  wrongly,  we 
are  told  that  this  is  made  necessary  by  the  failure  of  States  to  act  promptly  and 
effectively  in  areas  requiring  governmental  action. 

Although  this  may  be  a  valid  criticism,  the  bewildering  complexity  of  exist¬ 
ing  Federal  agencies,  boards,  and  commissions  and  the  inadequacy  of  infor¬ 
mation  available  to  the  States  in  themselves  tend  to  discourage  effective  State 
action. 

Another  vitally  important  factor  in  discouraging  action  at  the  local  com¬ 
munity  level  is  the  imbalance  in  distribution  of  the  total  tax  income.  State  and 
local  communities,  in  their  continuing  struggle  to  finance  needed  programs,  have 
often  strained  the  traditional  avenues  of  taxation  so  near  to  the  breaking  point 
that  they  have  been  forced  to  resort  to  regressive  systems  of  taxation  to  bolster 
their  lagging  revenues.  This  is  particularly  true  of  real  estate  taxes  in  our 
cities. 

The  basic  problem,  as  both  the  Kestnbaum  Commission  and  this  subcommit¬ 
tee’s  report  have  pointed  out,  is  one  of  communications.  It  seems  impossible 
in  this  day  and  age  that  a  coordinated,  effective  means  of  sharing  information 
and  ideas  between  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  does  not  exist,  but 
unfortunately  this  is  the  case. 

As  a  former  Governor  of  Connecticut,  who  has  faced  the  confusion  and  incon¬ 
sistencies  of  the  present  situation  from  a  State  Capitol,  I  feel  very  strongly  that 
the  proposed  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  is  a  con¬ 
structive,  forward  step  which  is  long  overdue,  and  I  sincerely  hope  that  favor¬ 
able  action  on  this  proposal  can  be  taken  soon. 

June  22, 1959. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Clair  Engle,  a  U.S.  Senator  From  the  State  of 

California 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  inform  you  of  my  strong  support 
of  S.  2026.  I  am  very  pleased  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  this  legislation  with  Senator 
Edmund  S.  Muskie  (Democrat,  Maine)  and  a  bipartisan  group  of  24  of  my  col¬ 
leagues.  The  establishment  of  a  permanent  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Relations  is  vital  to  the  effective  working  of  our  federal  form  of 
government. 

While  several  excellent  previous  studies  have  been  made  of  the  problems 
involved  in  keeping  all  levels  of  government  responsive  to  the  needs  of  the 
people,  the  many  challenges  to  our  governmental  efficiency  require  constant 
scrutiny.  I  share  with  many  of  those  supporting  this  bill  the  belief  that  this 
Commission  could  perform  no  more  significant  function  than  that  of  bringing 
together  Federal,  State,  and  local  officials  on  a  continuing  basis.  In  this  way, 
solutions  to  the  vexing  problems  of  intergovernmental  relations  can  be  found 
with  a  minimum  of  friction  and  tensions,  often  caused  by  lack  of  effective  com¬ 
munication.  Discussion  of  the  issues  in  an  atmosphere  of  cooperative  thinking 
would  do  much  to  eliminate  misunderstanding  and  hostility  between  the  public 
officials  involved  in  making  our  system  function  properly. 

One  major  problem  that  requires  the  best  thinking  of  Federal,  State,  and 
local  experts  is  how  to  determine  the  wisest  division  of  responsibilities  and  rev¬ 
enues.  It  is  obvious  that  many  functions  and  much  of  the  financial  resources 
of  government  have  come  under  the  control  of  the  Federal  level  of  government. 
That  does  not  mean,  however,  that  this  has  always  been  a  wise  development.  It 
might  be  argued  that  Federal  authorities  could  perform  their  normal  duties  more 
efficiently  if  freed  of  certain  responsibilities  that  they  have  assumed  under 
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the  pressures  of  public  wants  and  needs.  In  any  event,  I  believe  that  constant 
review  of  this  assignment  of  functions  is  essential  to  good  Federal  government. 

I  developed  a  deep  respect  for  local  government  through  long  association  with 
local  problems.  After  I  was  elected  district  attorney  of  Tehama  County,  Calif., 
in  1934,  I  was  legal  adviser  to  the  Tehama  County  Board  of  Supervisors  for  8 
years  and  became  intimately  acquainted  with  the  valuable  services  local  gov¬ 
ernment  performs.  This  experience  also  led  me  to  believe  that  government  pro¬ 
grams,  whether  Federal  or  State,  should  be  administered  at  the  local  level,  when¬ 
ever  possible,  with  sufficient  flexibility  to  permit  local  governments  to  adjust  the 
administration  of  these  programs  to  local  conditions  and  requirements. 

Because  of  the  limited  resources  available  to  local  governments,  I  have  pro¬ 
posed  over  a  number  of  years  a  system  of  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  that  would 
at  least  compensate  for  the  lands  taken  over  by  the  Federal  Government  and 
held  in  a  proprietary  way.  The  State  of  California,  with  its  great  concentration 
of  defense  industries,  has  been  a  real  victim  in  this  situation.  Because  of  the 
presence  of  tremendous  Federal  holdings,  only  half  of  the  State  of  California  is 
subject  to  assessments  by  local  governments.  At  the  average  State  tax  rate  of 
$5  per  $100  the  losses  in  revenue  to  the  local  governments,  because  of  the  tax- 
immune  Federal  properties,  add  up  to  more  than  $27  million.  County  and  city 
governments  which  have  been  major  victims  of  this  enormous  loss  in  revenue 
have  been  forced  either  to  lower  the  quality  and  quantity  of  their  community 
services  or  to  penalize  their  private  citizens  unreasonably.  Trapped  between 
a  growing  demand  for  services  and  a  dwindling  intake  of  taxes,  towns  and  cities 
have  become  second-class  communities — -with  inferior  schools,  bad  roads,  inade¬ 
quate  services  generally. 

The  Advisory  Commission  would  have  a  significant  role  to  perform  in  analyzing 
the  consequences  of  present  Government  policies.  Thus,  the  review  of  existing 
grant  programs  could  be  made  with  an  eye  toward  developing  a  new  pattern 
of  governmental  administration  of  services  more  in  accord  with  our  demo¬ 
cratic  traditions.  How  to  balance  the  needs  of  economy,  efficiency,  and  democracy 
within  our  Federal  structure  requires  the  careful  and  continued  scrutiny  that 
S.  2026  provides  for  in  the  creation  of  a  body  of  experts  representative  of  all 
levels  of  government. 

June  22,  1959. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Winston  L.  Prouty,  a  U.S.  Senator  From  the  State  of 

Vermont 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  House  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcom¬ 
mittee  and  the  Senate  Committee  on  Governmental  Operations,  I  am  happy 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  make  known  why  I  joined  Senator  Muskie  and  a 
number  of  other  Senators  in  sponsoring  S.  2026.  This  bill,  like  its  companion 
bills  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  H.R.  6904  and  H.R.  6905,  seeks  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  bipartisan  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

The  allocation  of  functions  and  responsibilities  among  the  several  levels  of 
government — including  village,  town,  county,  city,  State,  and  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment — has  become  more  complex  as  modern  life  has  increased  in  complexity. 
This  process  will  doubtless  continue. 

It  would  be  possible  and  no  doubt  enlightening  to  prepare  an  extensive  paper 
discussing  in  highly  abstract  terms  the  implications  for  the  future  of  American 
life  in  this  social  phenomenon.  On  this  occasion,  however,  I  prefer  to  deal  with 
the  subject  in  concrete  terms  and  to  demonstrate  the  complexity  of  inter¬ 
governmental  relationships  by  relating  down-to-earth  examples  out  of  my  own 
knowledge. 

Throughout  my  public  life— as  mayor  of  my  home  city  of  Newport,  Vt.,  as 
a  member  of  the  State  legislature,  as  speaker  of  the  Vermont  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  as  Representative-at-Large  in  the  U.S.  Congress  for  8  years,  and 
now  as  a  Senator — I  have  constantly  been  made  aware  of  these  problems  in 
both  human  and  governmental  terms.  These  experiences  have  convinced  me 
that  the  problems  of  interrelationships  among  our  welter  of  governmental  units 
need  to  be  studied,  clarified,  simplified,  and  coordinated.  I  would  like  to  sug¬ 
gest  the  following  as  one  example  of  the  kind  of  situation  in  which  a  little 
coordination  and  cooperation  among  governmental  units  could  be  most  useful. 

A  few  years  ago  the  commissioner  of  taxes  in  my  State  was  forced  into  the 
position  of  refusing  to  turn  over  to  the  Federal  Government  taxes  he  had  with¬ 
held  from  State  employees  for  the  U.S.  Government.  He  took  this  position, 
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he  said,  because  agents  of  the  Federal  Government  refused  to  withhold  from 
its  employees  within  the  State  taxes  due  Vermont. 

Now,  it  seems  to  me  that  this  is  just  the  sort  of  situation  in  which  a  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  could  function  usefully  to  both  the 
State  and  Federal  Governments. 

There  is  another  situation,  still  within  the  field  of  taxation,  which  could 
utilize  the  attention  of  such  a  Commission.  I  refer  to  the  recent  decisions  of 
the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  in  the  cases  of  Northwestern  States  Portland  Cement 
Co.  v.  State  of  Minnesota,  and  Williams  v.  Stockham  Valves  &  Fittings,  Inc. 

In  these  cases  the  Supreme  Court  upheld  the  constitutionality  of  a  State 
income  tax  law  levying  taxes  on  that  part  of  a  corporation’s  net  income  which 
is  earned  from,  and  fairly  apportioned  to,  business  activities  within  the  taxing 
State  when  those  activities  are  exclusively  in  interstate  commerce. 

Some  authorities  have  interpreted  these  decisions  to  mean  that  a  corporation 
can  be  taxed  in  every  State  in  which  it  does  business.  Since  the  States  do 
not  apply  uniform  formulas,  the  corporation  could  be  taxed  more  than  100 
percent.  If  this  is  correct,  it  could  mean  that  a  small  corporation  doing  an 
interstate  business  could  be  taxed  out  of  existence. 

Perhaps  an  Intergovernmental  Relations  Commission  might  be  instrumental 
in  helping  to  avoid  such  undesirable  results,  by  promoting  the  adoption  of 
uniform  allocation  statutes  by  the  States,  by  urging  the  adoption  of  regional 
compacts  by  groups  of  States,  or  by  other  means. 

Another  field  where  clarification  is  needed  in  the  relations  between  the  States 
and  the  Federal  Government  is  in  applying  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act. 

Several  years  ago  the  commissioner  of  social  welfare  of  my  State  was  charged 
by  Federal  prosecutors  with  violation  of  the  Hatch  Act.  The  position  he  holds 
is  one  analogous  to  that  of  a  Cabinet  officer  in  the  Federal  Government.  He  is 
appointed  by  the  Governor  and  is  responsible  to  him.  In  the  performance  of  his 
duties  he  administered  some  Federal  funds  in  a  State-participating  program. 
His  crime,  in  the  Federal  eyes  was  political  activity.  This  is  a  nice  question : 
Should  one  who  fills  such  a  position  be  subject  to  the  Federal  Hatch  Act? 

Perhaps  an  Intergovernmental  Relations  Commission  could  help  clarify  such 
relationships. 

Another  type  of  case  which  comes  to  my  office  fairly  frequently  and  which,  I 
am  sure,  is  familiar  to  Congressmen  of  almost  every  State,  concerns  those  in¬ 
dividuals  who  are  nut  out  of  their  homes  and  driven  off  their  land  by  flood 
control  projects.  The  Army  Engineers  set  a  price  on  the  property  and  that  is  it 
unless  the  owner  goes  to  heavy  expense  of  litigation  in  Federal  courts.  Many  of 
my  constituents  who  have  undergone  this  plight  seem  to  feel  they  are  receiving 
harsh  treatment  because  their  State  officials  have  nothing  to  say  about  their 
case  even  though  the  State  must  first  approve  the  project. 

Of  course,  these  are  just  a  few  of  the  types  of  problems  on  which  an  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  Commission  could  be  helpful.  Others  might  concern 
such  matters  as  grant-in-aid  programs,  the  role  of  the  State  in  unemployment 
compensation,  highway  programs,  tax  sources,  housing  and  home  finance,  flood 
control,  water  problems,  rivers  and  harbors,  airport  development  and  improve¬ 
ment,  civil  defense,  control  of  radiation,  health  programs,  public  education,  law 
enforcement,  natural  resources,  public  lands,  military  installations. 

Some  of  these  problems  involve  not  only  relationships  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  States  but  also  relationships  between  the  States  and  cities, 
towns,  and  counties. 

I  cosponsored  the  Senate  bill  under  consideration  only  after  satisfying  my¬ 
self  that  such  a  commission  as  the  bill  visualizes  offers  no  threat  of  interference 
with  State  and  local  units  of  government.  The  people  of  Vermont  have  always 
placed  a  high  value  on  their  rights  and  prerogatives  under  local  units  of  govern¬ 
ment.  They  like  to  make  their  own  plans  and  decisions  and  they  have  not 
usually  gone  out  of  their  way  to  welcome  what  they  consider  outside  inter¬ 
ference,  even  though  they  may  know  it  is  intended  to  be  helpful. 

I  am  convinced  that  the  proposed  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  will  not  constitute  interference.  On  the  contrary,  it  should  help  pro¬ 
tect  the  legitimate  interests  and  prerogatives  of  State  and  local  governmental 
units,  should  help  eliminate  overlapping  of  operations,  provide  useful  informa¬ 
tion  and  increase  efficiency. 

In  addition,  such  a  commission  should  prove  most  useful  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  through  assisting  Congress  in  assessing  local  opinion  on  intergovern- 
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mental  problems,  through  smoothing  out  relationships  between  Federal  agencies 
and  departments  and  local  governments,  and  in  keeping  open  the  channels  of 
communication  among  the  various  levels  of  government. 

June  23,  1959. 


Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington ,  D.C.,  June  26,  1959. 


Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

Chairman,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee, 

Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Fountain  :  I  am  writing  to  support  legislation  introduced 
by  yourself  and  by  Congresswoman  Dwyer,  H.R.  6904  and  H.R.  6905,  designed 
to  establish  a  permanent  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 
I  am  writing  not  only  as  a  Member  of  Congress,  but  also  as  a  former  mayor  of 
the  city  of  Schenectady. 

My  experience,  both  in  local  government  and  in  the  Federal  Government,  has 
convinced  me  of  the  necessity  of  maintaining  some  kind  of  close  and  continuing 
liaison  machinery  between  our  various  levels  of  government,  so  as  to  make  sure 
that  they  are  immediately  responsible  to  one  another’s  needs,  and  also  to  elimi¬ 
nate  unnecessary  duplication. 

Personally,  I  do  not  favor  the  creation  of  a  special  Cabinet  branch  of  govern¬ 
ment  designed  to  represent  the  affairs  of  cities,  for  example,  as  has  been  argued 
in  some  quarters,  but  I  do  believe  that  there  ought  to  be  some  effective  although 
relatively  informal  machinery  for  liaison  between  Federal  Government  and  local 
governmental  agencies  of  all  types. 

In  my  judgment,  the  proposal  contained  in  your  bill  and  in  that  offered  by 
Mrs.  Dwyer  fills  this  need  very  satisfactorily,  and  for  that  reason  I  am  happy 
to  support  it. 

I  believe  that  the  Commission  ought  to  be  made  up  not  only  of  Representatives 
in  Congress  but  of  others  with  specific  technical  training  in  these  various 
governmental  levels,  so  that  the  Commission  and  its  staff  can  maintain  a  running 
check  on  the  various  matters  of  mutual  concern  to  us  and  can  explore  varying 
techniques  of  cooperation  and  mutual  assistance,  designed  not  only  to  aid  the 
local  governments  but  also  to  strengthen  the  effectiveness  of  our  Federal 
Government  as  now  constituted. 

It  has  long  been  my  feeling  that  the  proper  relationship  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  local  government  should  be  one  of  limited  partnership,  with 
the  Federal  Government  assisting  the  local  governments  in  those  areas  where  they 
are  not  fully  able  to  provide  for  specific  needs  themselves,  and  where  these  needs 


do  have  a  direct  and  specific  Federal  concern. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  make  these  views  available  to  the  subcommittee. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Samuel  S.  Stratton. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Silvio  O.  Conte,  a  Representative  in  Congress  From 

the  State  of  Massachusetts 

I  believe  that  continuing  study  of  the  complex  and  changing  problems  that 
arise  in  the  field  of  intergovernmental  relations  is  very  important  and  that  the 
Commission  proposed  by  H.R.  6904,  H.R.  6905,  and  S.  2026  would  contribute 
greatly  to  the  solution  of  these  problems.  The  bills  under  consideration  ad¬ 
mirably  fill  a  genuine  need  for  more  consultation  and  exchange  of  information 
between  the  separate  levels  that  make  up  our  Federal  form  of  government. 

As  a  former  State  legislator,  having  served  for  8  years  in  the  Massachusetts 
State  Senate,  I  am  particularly  aware  of  the  desirability  of  bringing  the  legislative 
branch  of  State  government  into  closer  contact  with  Federal  officials  in  connection 
with  intergovernmental  matters.  I  note  with  satisfaction  that  the  Advisory 
Commission  would  facilitate  this  objective  by  including  State  legislative  repre¬ 
sentation  in  its  membership.  Our  State  legislatures  are  desperately  in  need  of 
more  information  on  the  many  Federal  activities  that  require  State  and  local 
cooperation.  Moreover,  I  believe  their  interest  in  these  intergovernmental 
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activities  should  be  stimulated  well  in  advance  of  the  point  at  which  the  Congress 
takes  legislative  action  which,  for  all  practical  purposes,  necessitates  State  and 
local  financial  and  administrative  participation.  A  permanent  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  should  provide  an  excellent  educational  medium  for  developing  greater 
State  legislative  interest  in  this  field.  Such  a  development,  I  believe,  would  be 
extremely  helpful  to  the  legislative  committees  of  the  Congress. 

I  want  to  compliment  the  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee  for  its 
excellent  work  in  this  field.  I  am  very  pleased  to  give  my  support  to  this 
legislation  which,  I  understand,  results  from  the  subcommittee’s  diligent 
investigations. 

July  1, 1959. 


Statement  of  Hon.  John  Burroughs,  Governor  of  the  State  of  New7  Mexico 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  regret  deeply  my  inability 
to  attend  this  meeting  in  person,  as  I  consider  your  work  among  the  most 
vital  in  our  Nation  today.  The  aim  of  H.R.  6904,  to  establish  a  permanent 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  is  w'orthy  of  the  support 
of  every  thinking  citizen  as  well  as  the  support  of  his  elected  representatives. 
The  bill  as  introduced  prescribes  an  equitable  and  effective  representation  of 
the  governmental  officials  who  must  ultimately  find  solutions  for  the  increasing 
number  of  problems  raised  by  overlapping  and  in  some  cases  conflicting  interest 
and  authority  of  the  State  and  National  Governments.  If  I  had  any  criticism 
of  the  bill  as  introduced,  it  would  be  that  the  representation  on  the  commission 
from  State  legislatures  is  too  small.  As  a  former  legislator  I  know  that  State 
legislators  are  frequently  called  upon  to  make  the  initial  decisions  for  the  States 
on  problems  affecting  all  branches  of  local,  State  and  Federal  Government, 
and  are  required  to  make  these  decisions  with  less  chance  of  obtaining  a  thorough 
grasp  of  the  situation  than  perhaps  any  other  group.  However,  I  realize  the 
practical  limitation  on  the  effective  size  of  any  body. 

I  feel  that  the  Commission  proposed  by  this  bill  would  provide  a  valuable 
and  necessary  instrument  for  achieving  not  only  the  essential  cooperation  in 
our  activities,  but  also  the  amity  and  understanding  that  makes  this  cooperation 
a  pleasant  experience  for  all  concerned. 

June  5, 1959. 


Office  of  the  Governor, 

State  of  Illinois, 
Springfield,  June  9, 1959. 

Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

Chairman,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations,  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Fountain  :  I  regret  tremendously  my  inability  to  accept 
your  invitation  to  appear  before  your  subcommittee  when  it  considers  the  perma¬ 
nent  Advisory  Commisson  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  I  would  appreciate 
it  if  you  would  relay  to  the  committee  these  thoughts. 

In  my  opinion,  the  creation  of  such  a  permanent  commission  is  timely  and 
necessary. 

The  Federal  system  of  government  w7liieh  is  so  precious  to  all  of  us  depends 
in  essence  on  cooperation  and  correlated  activities  of  the  various  State  govern¬ 
ments  and  the  Federal  Government.  With  the  explosive  growth  of  population 
and  urbanization  we  are  now7  experiencing,  it  becomes  imperative  that  the 
relationships  among  our  governments  must  be  harmonious. 

A  permanent  commission  could  serve  as  a  clearinghouse  for  the  various 
studies  and  investigations  which  are  being  made  of  the  functions  and  respon¬ 
sibilities  of  our  governments.  In  my  opinion,  such  a  commission  would  not 
overlap  any  of  the  wTork  now  being  done  including  that  of  the  joint  Federal-State 
action  committee  in  which  the  Governors’  conference  plays  an  important  role. 

We  truly  in  this  country  have  reached  a  point  w7here  we  must  realine  the 
services  and  functions  of  our  governmental  agencies  and  seek  solution  to  the 
continually  grow  ing  competition  for  tax  revenue  sources. 

I  urge  the  commission  to  give  favorable  consideration  to  the  proposals  before 
them.  I  thank  you  and  the  committee  for  this  opportunity  to  express  my  viewTs. 

With  kind  personal  regards. 

Sincerely, 


William  G.  Stratton,  Governor. 
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State  of  Indiana,  Executive  Department, 

Indianapolis,  June  9, 1959. 


Senator  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

U.8.  Senate,  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Ed  •  Thank  you  so  very  much  for  the  invitation  to  present  my  views— 
which  are  also  those  of  most  Hoosiers  in  both  political  parties— regarding  Federal- 
State-local  relations.  I  wish  that  I  could  do  so,  but  my  schedule  is  so  heavy— 
and  I  must  get  to  Washington  again  soon  for  several  other  previously  determined 


meetings — that  I  must  decline.  . 

However,  please  put  me  on  record  emphatically  as  being  in  favor  of  any  sort  of 
effort — volunteer,  professional,  bipartisan,  advisory  or  official  which  will  help 
to  put  out  the  Are  of  overcentralization  that  is  destroying  home  rule,  State  re¬ 
sponsibilities  and  capacities,  and  also  is  pushing  our  American  economy  farther 
and  farther  into  the  deadly  whirlpool  of  fiscal  collapse.  Unemployment  is  always 
tragic  and  deplorable.  But  while  unemployment  does  hurt  the  unemployed,  their 
families  and  their  communities,  inflation  damages  everybody.  Further  tamper¬ 
ing  with  the  historic  and  time-tested  relationship  between  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  component  States  will  lead  inevitably  to  destruction  of  our  Republic. 

Mr.  Fountain  was  kind  enough  to  .permit  me  to  appear  before  his  House  com¬ 
mittee  in  Chicago  some  months  ago.  The  views  which  I  presented  then  are  re¬ 
emphasized  in  a  recent  interview  published  by  Nation’s  Business,  a  copy  of  which 


I  herewith  enclose.  „ . 

We  will  miss  you  and  your  family  at  the  Puerto  Rico  conference  this  year. 
My  belated  congratulations  on  your  new  and  important  post  of  public  service. 


Cordially  yours, 


Harold  W.  Handley, 

Governor. 


State  of  Montana, 

Office  of  the  Governor, 

Helena,  June  10, 1959. 

Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

Chairman,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee, 

House  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Fountain  :  Thank  you  for  your  very  kind  invitation  to 
appear  before  the  House  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee  on  H.R. 

^I^niust  decline  this  offer,  due  to  my  very  tight  schedule.  At  that  time  I  will 
be  presiding  over  the  Interstate  Oil  Compact  Commission  meeting  in  New 
Orleans,  as  I  am  chairman  of  that  group. 

Nevertheless,  I  am  happy  to  submit  my  views  on  H.R.  6905  and  its  companion 
measure,  S.  2026,  for  inclusion  in  the  record  of  your  hearings. 

In  general  I  am  in  agreement  with  this  legislation,  in  that  it  points  up  the 
need  for  continuing  study  of  intergovernmental  relations.  I  believe  there  must 
be  constant  watching  to  insure  that  the  growing  Federal  Government  does 
not  completely  absorb  the  States,  their  functions,  and  their  tax  sources. 

However,  I  would  like  to  submit  for  your  consideration  the  following  points : 

1.  Like  Congressman  Hoffman,  whose  minority  views  appear  on  page  94  of 
your  report,  I  am  concerned  about  loosing  another  Federal  agency  on  the 
public.  Unlike  such  groups  as  the  Hoover  and  Kestnbaum  Commissions,  this 
one  could  easily  follow  Parkinson’s  law  and  grow  in  size  and  cost.  I  would 
suggest  a  deadline  after  which  it  would  expire  unless  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  continued  it,  following  hearings  on  the  pros  and  cons.  This 
might  help  require  accomplishment,  rather  than  a  make-work  status. 

In  connection  with  the  matter  of  becoming  an  entrenched  Federal  agency, 
it  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  Kestnbaum  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  in  1955  recommended  only  the  appointment  of  a  special  assistant 
to  the  President  with  a  small  staff,  although  six  Commission  members  urged 
a  permanent  agency  which  would  be  a  small  board  or  council  to  carry  on 
continuing  investigations.  The  President  does  have  such  an  assistant,  who 
has  proven  valuable  in  this  field  to  Governors  such  as  myself,  through  co¬ 
operation  with  the  National  Governors’  Conference  and  service  on  the  Joint 
Federal-State  Action  Committee.  As  for  a  permanent  commission,  I  still  prefer 
one  that  must  prove  itself.  I  happen  to  be  chairman  of  the  Interstate  Oil 
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Compact  Commission  for  1959.  The  IOCC  must  get  approval  of  Congress 
every  4  years  to  continue.  To  give  this  proposed  Commission  a  superior  status 
wouid  show  a  prejudice  against  the  States  and  in  favor  of  big  Federal  Govern¬ 


ment. 

2.  There  is  no  specific  authority  or  direction  in  this  legislation  for  the  pro¬ 
posed  Commission  to  make  recommendations  for  the  elimination  of  grant  pro¬ 
grams  where  appropriate.  The  bills  merely  refer  to  recommendations  for  the 
most  desirable  allocation  of  governmental  functions  and  responsibilities.  I 
believe  specific  direction  should  be  given  any  such  commission  to  proceed 
toward  such  goals  as  outlined  by  President  Eisenhower  in  his  address  to  the 
1957  National  Governors’  Conference  at  Williamsburg,  Va.  This  ■would  be 
to  return  increasing  numbers  of  governmental  functions  to  the  State  and/or 
local  levels,  along  with  equivalent  tax  sources.  The  Commission  should  be 
able  to  recommend  this  or  elimination  or  continuation  at  the  Federal  level  or 
reduced  or  expanded  grants. 

3.  The  broad  membership  proposed  for  the  Commission  includes  State  and 
county  and  local  officials  who  might  well  be  under  the  greatest  pressure  to 
seek  and  accept  expanded  Federal  grants.  This  appears  to  give  an  added 
weight  to  the  side  of  increased  Federal  spending,  whereas  the  presumed  ob¬ 
jective  of  such  a  commission  should  be  to  keep  spending  from  going  in  the 
red  while  helping  to  see  that  the  job  is  done  at  the  most  appropriate  level  of 
government. 

4.  The  proposed  commission  should  be  specifically  directed  to  cooperate  with 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  rather  than  merely  the  executive  branch  of  Gov¬ 
ernment.  This  would  be  in  line  with  the  recommendation  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  which  urged  a  unified  system  of  budgetary  and  fiscal  control  over  the 
operation  of  all  grants-in-aid. 

While  a  belief  in  sound  government  without  red  ink  is  popular  with  those 
who  talk  without  thinking,  I  am  one  who  favors  a  balanced  budget,  a  return 
to  more  State  and  local  responsibility  and  an  end  to  the  delusion  that  deficit 
Federal  spending  will  solve  all  our  problems. 

If  your  subcommittee  will  recommend  legislation  to  establish  a  Commission 
dedicated  to  such  sound  basic  principles  as  those  espoused  by  the  Hoover 
Commission  and  the  Kestnbaum  Commission,  then  I  am  heartily  in  favor. 

Very  truly  yours, 


J.  Hugo  Aronson,  Governor. 


State  of  Washington, 
Executive  Department, 

Olympia,  June  10, 1953, 

Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

Chairman,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Mr.  Fountain  :  Thank  you  for  your  invitation  to  appear  before  the 
Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee  on  June  16-19,  for  the  purpose  of 
discussing  H.R.  6904.  My  schedule  makes  it  impossible  for  me  to  attend  any 
sessions  of  the  subcommittee. 

This  appears  to  be  worthwhile  legislation.  The  entire  area  of  Federal-State 
relationships  is  very  complex,  and  it  may  be  well  to  consider  the  establishment 
of  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  on  a  continuing 
basis. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Albert  D.  Rosellini,  Governor. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Luther  H.  Hodges,  Governor  of  the  State  of  North 

Carolina 

I  wish  to  express  my  endorsement  of  the  bill  introduced  by  Representative 
Fountain,  H.R.  6904,  and  an  identical  measure  introduced  in  the  Senate  (S. 
2026)  by  Senator  Muskie  and  others. 

The  fact  that  in  both  the  House  and  Senate  these  bills  have  strong  bipartisan 
backing  is  a  clear  indication  of  itself  that  the  proposed  legislation  is  designed 
to  meet  a  widely  recognized  need. 
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Furthermore,  these  bills  are  the  result  of  a  unanimous  report  by  the  House 
■Committee  on  Government  Operations,  based  upon  very  extensive  hearings  on 
intergovernmental  relations  conducted  by  the  House  subcommittee  in  various 

parts  of  the  Nation.  .  T  lxoxT/x 

From  the  beginning  of  my  service  as  Governor  of  North  Carolina,  I  have 
had  many  occasions  to  deal  with  vital  questions  affecting  Federal- State  relations. 

It  is  my  present  privilege  to  serve  as  a  member  of  the  Joint  Federal-State 
Action  Committee  (an  unofficial  group  of  State  and  Federal  officials),  of  which 
the  U.S.  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  the  Governor  of  Idaho  are  currently 
the  cochairmen.  In  my  capacity  as  Governor  and  in  my  capacity  as  a  member 
of  this  Joint  Federal-State  Action  Committee,  I  have  become  thoroughly  con¬ 
vinced  that  there  is  a  strong  need  for  a  continuing  and  officially  recognized 
advisory  agency  to  give  concentrated  attention  to  Federal- State  problems. 

Special  studies  in  this  area  such  as  was  done  by  the  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  are  helpful  and  of  course  the  special  attention  to  the 
overall  problem  which  has  been  given  by  the  Intergovernmental  Relations  Sub¬ 
committee  of  the  House  Committee  on  Government  Operations  has  made  a  great 
contribution  to  our  understanding  in  this  area.  But  what  is  needed  is  a  continu-  . 
ing  advisory  agency  which  can  take  up  specific  selected  problems,  work  out 
specific  solutions  and  provide  adequate  followup  to  see  that  proposed  action 
on  specific  problems  is  given  adequate  consideration  by  the  Federal  Government 

and  bv  the  States.  .  .  .  .  .  ,, 

I  will  not  attempt  to  state  in  further  detail  the  argument  m  support  of  these 
bills.  Such  detailed  analysis  I  am  sure  has  been  put  before  you  by  others,  and 
the  “Declaration  of  the  Purpose”  contained  in  the  bill  itself  furnishes  both  a 
good  statement  of  objectives  as  well  as  a  statement  of  reasons  for  the  enactment 

of  these  bills^ake  iggue  with  the  proposed  organization  of  the  Commission,  the 
membership,  or  the  statement  of  duties.  While  I  know  that  such  details  may  we 
be  subject  to  differences  of  opinion  in  minor  respects,  I  am  sure  that  if  this 
committee  agrees  on  the  desirability  of  such  legislation  and  on  the  basic  approach 
suggested,  there  will  be  little  difficulty  in  reaching  agreement  on  the  specific 

deuuls.^id  venture  one  suggestion  which  I  understand  has,  as  a  practical  matter, 
not  been  worked  out  as  yet.  The  bills  as  introduced  contemplate  that  all  the 
exnenses  of  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  would  be 
paid  by  the  Federal  Government.  I  personally  would  prefer  some  arrangement 
whereby  all  the  States  would  join  together  to  meet  at  least  50  percent  of  the 
expenses  of  this  Advisory  Commission.  If  this  were  done,  the  contribution  from 
each  of  the  50  States  would  certainly  be  comparatively  small.  This  may  be 
considered  a  rather  minor  item  and  some  may  say  that  it  makes  little  difference 
which  of  our  tax  pockets  the  appropriations  for  the  Commission  should  come 
from  that  we  are  all  citizens  of  the  Nation  as  well  as  citizens  of  a  State,  that 
is  certainly  true,  but  I  am  thinking  more  in  terms  of  State  governments  as  siich 
stepping  forward  in  a  strong  and  vigorous  manner  to  consider  on  the  merits  .lie 
problems  which  continually  arise  in  the  area  of  intergovernmental  relations, 
and  to  seek  to  reach  sound  and  constructive  solutions  to  those  problems. 

To  the  extent  that  our  States  face  up  to  our  obligations  in  this  respect,  then 
to  that  extent  will  we  find  solutions  to  the  many  questions  confronting  us  in  the 
area  of  Federal-State  relations.  And  to  the  extent  that  we  find  s"ch  solutions, 
we  are  achieving  a  stronger  union  of  strong  States,  which  to  my  way  of  think  g 

all  adds  up  to  a  strong  and  united  Nation. 

The  proposed  legislation  is  meritorious  and  I  hope  that  this  committee  ^  ill 
act  favorably  on  it,  and  in  turn  that  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
will  give  their  approval. 

June  12,  1959. 


Commonwealth  of  Kentucky, 

Executive  Chamber, 
Frankfort,  June  15, 1959. 


Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain,  „  x 

Chairman,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman:  In  response  to  your  letter  of  May  28,  1959  regarding 
the  bill  of  the  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee  H.R.  6904,  1  should 
like  to  say  that  I  am  very  much  in  favor  of  the  provisions  of  section  2,  paragrap 
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2,  subsections  2  through  5.  These  provisions  dealing  with  consultation  between 
Federal  and  local  officials  concerned  with  the  administration  of  programs  in¬ 
volving  Federal  grants  strike  at  the  heart  of  the  problem  in  this  area.  Un¬ 
doubtedly  the  work  of  the  Kestnbaum  Committee  was  extremely  valuable;  how¬ 
ever,  it  is  in  the  technical  areas  where  most  of  the  problems  have  arisen. 

It  is  my  hope  that  if  this  bill  is  passed  and  the  Commission  established  that  it 
will  result  in  constructive  technical  cooperation  between  Federal  and  State  and 
local  agencies  instead  of  the  usual  round  of  ineffectual  studies  and  reports. 

Sincerely, 

Albert  B.  Chandler. 


The  State  of  Ohio, 

Office  of  the  Governor, 
State  House,  Columbus,  June  15, 1959. 

Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

Member  of  Congress, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Congressman  ;  Although  it  will  not  be  possible  for  me  to  appear  before 
your  subcommittee  on  H.R.  6904  and  H.R.  6905,  I  want  to  express  my  whole¬ 
hearted  support  for  the  principles  of  the  proposals. 

For  years  we  have  listened  to  the  charges  that  one  governmental  subdivision 
duplicates  in  the  function  of  another.  We  have  heard  the  charges  of  the 
usurpation  of  the  authority  of  one  by  the  other.  We  have  heard  about  the 
possible  interference  and  the  cost  to  the  taxpayers  that  would  result  from  the 
lack  of  clear  delineation  of  the  authority  and  responsibilities  of  each.  Because 
of  all  of  this  discussion,  I  have  long  felt  the  need  of  a  bipartisan  commission 
to  consider  change  and  to  give  clear  and  critical  attention  to  the  possible  con¬ 
flicts  and  to  encourage  discussion  and  study  of  the  various  mutual  problems  that 
do  exist.  The  establishment  of  this  Commission  can  very  well  result  in  savings 
to  taxpayers  generally  and,  also,  provide  a  closer  working  relationship  at  all 
levels  of  government  in  order  that  we  might  best  accomplish  the  mutual  objec¬ 
tives  of  all. 

I  hope  that  the  resolution  is  adopted  and  that  work  will  proceed  immediately 
in  the  implementation  of  its  objectives. 

My  best  wishes. 

Sincerely, 


Michael  V.  Di  Salle,  Governor. 


Executive  Department, 

State  of  Georgia, 
Atlanta,  June  15, 1959. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

U.S.  Senator,  Washington,  D.C. 

^  Dear  Senator  Muskie  :  Please  add  my  recommendation  to  those  of  other 
Governors  for  creation  of  a  bipartisan  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations. 

I  am  confident  that  properly  constituted  and  staffed  such  a  Commission  could 
be  of  vast  benefit  to  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments. 

Thanking  you  and  with  warmest  regards,  I  am 
Sincerely, 

Ernest  Vandiver. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Foster  Furcolo,  Governor  of  the  State  of 

Massachusetts 

I  am  sorry  that  I  was  unable  to  appear  before  your  honorable  committee  in 
person  last  Tuesday  as  I  had  hoped  to,  but  unfortunately  the  press  of  other 
duties  required  my  canceling  my  appearance  before  you.  I  deeply  appreciate, 
therefore,  the  opportunity  given  to  me  to  forward  a  statement  on  H.R.  6904 
which  you  will  print  in  the  record  of  the  hearing.  I  feel  that  the  proposed  bill 
to  establish  a  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  is  a  most  necessary 
measure.  It  is  evident  that  today  and  in  the  future  the  relations  between  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  States  are  and  will  continue  to  be  of  tremendous 
importance  and  complexity.  The  areas  of  activities  which  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  will  have  to  enter— especially  in  the  field  of  education— are  expanding 
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The  problem  of  communications  between  the  Federal  Government  and  the 
State  governments  and  their  agencies  is  a  difficult  one.  The  members  of  the 
subcommittee  will  recall  that  when  I  appeared  before  you  almost  2  years  ago 
in  September  of  1957,  I  stated  how  much  the  problem  concerned  me  and  that 
I  intended  to  call  on  the  Massachusetts  Legislature  to  establish  the  position 
of  Federal-State  coordinator  to  keep  track  of  future  legislation  affecting  Massa¬ 
chusetts  and  to  coordinate  the  activities  of  the  Federal  and  State  Govern¬ 
ments.  Since  that  time,  such  a  position  was  established  by  the  action  of  the 
Massachusetts  Legislature  in  its  session  last  year,  but  unfortunately  no  ap¬ 
propriation  was  made  available  for  the  salary  of  the  coordinator  and  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  his  office  and  therefore  the  means  for  dealing  with  the  problem  of 
Federal-State  relations  more  effectively  are  still  lacking.  It  is  clearly  desirable, 
therefore,  that  some  such  Commission  as  envisaged  by  the  pending  legislation 
will  be  most  useful.  It  is  important,  moreover,  that  the  present  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  formulas  be  surveyed  to  determine  whether  they  are  equitable.  It  is  de¬ 
sirable,  too,  to  have  some  source  of  clear  and  accurate  information  as  to  the 
Federal  grant  program  so  that  State  officials  of  both  the  executive  and  legis¬ 
lative  branches  of  government  will  have  a  clear  understanding  of  Federal  pro¬ 
grams.  Such  an  understanding  is  vital  in  the  formulation  of  policy  and  the 
establishment  and  administration  of  programs  within  the  State. 

The  bringing  together  of  representatives  of  the  Federal  and  State  Govern¬ 
ments  for  periodic  discussions  of  the  multitudinous  problems  of  Federal-State 
relations  is  desirable.  I  am  happy  to  voice  my  strong  support  for  H.R.  6904 
and  its  companion  bill  in  the  Senate,  S.  2026,  and  I  hope  that  the  Massachusetts 
congressional  delegation  will  give  their  support  to  these  proposals. 


June  19, 1959.  _ _ 

State  op  Utah, 

Office  of  the  Governor, 

Salt  Lake  City,  June  19, 1959. 


Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Senator  from  Maine, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Muskie:  It  was  nice  to  hear  from  you.  I  have  been  tied  up 
with  a  special  session,  and  also  preparing  to  take  a  trip  to  Russia  with  the 
other  Governors  in  the  executive  committee,  and  found  it  impossible  to  reply  to 
your  letter  before  now. 

I  am  fully  in  sympathy  with  the  effort  to  restore  to  the  State  level  as  many 
functions  as  can  be  handled  and  at  the  same  time  restore  to  the  States  sources 
of  revenue  to  pay  for  them.  You  will  recall  that  2  years  ago  in  Virginia  when 
this  matter  was  first  discussed,  I  pointed  out  I  felt  the  best  approach  was  to 
flag  or  earmark  at  State  level  a  portion  of  the  Federal  taxes  which  went  to 
Washington,  and  then  returned  in  the  form  of  Federal  grants  and  aid  or, 


rather,  Federal  contribution. 

I  have  discussed  this  matter  with  our  congressional  delegation  and  hope  that 
some  means  can  be  worked  out  other  than  the  restoration  of  the  telephone  tax 
to  the  States,  which  will  provide  money  at  the  State  level  for  carrying  out  State 
function.  I  don’t  know  how  the  mechanics  can  be  worked  out,  but  if  some 
portion  of  the  taxes  paid  by  the  States  and  sent  to  Washington  for  Federal 
purposes  could  be  kept  in  the  States  to  cover  these  other  functions,  I  think  it 
would  be  the  best  and  most  effective  way. 

I  hope  that  your  committee  will  be  able  to  work  something  out  on  this  matter, 
and  I  am  certainly  in  sympathy  with  establishment  of  a  permanent  bipartisan 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

Yours  sincerely, 

George  D.  Clyde. 


State  of  Minnesota, 

Executive  Office, 

St.  Paul,  June  22, 1959. 

Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

Chairman,  Intergovernmetal  Relations  Subcommittee, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Fountain  :  I  appreciate  your  invitation  to  testify  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  establishment  of  a  permanent  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations.  Senator  Muskie  has  also  written  me  to  urge  that  I  appear 
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before  your  subcommittee  during  the  hearings  on  H.R.  6904  and  H.R.  6905.  I 
regret  that  it  is  not  possible  for  me  to  appear  at  this  time.  I  do  have  a  very  keen 
interest  in  the  work  of  your  subcommittee  and  I  regard  the  proposed  legislation 
as  a  sound  forward  step  in  improving  Federal-State  relations. 

While  I  am  favorably  disposed  toward  the  proposal,  I  should  like,  before 
submitting  a  formal  statement  of  support,  to  have  an  opportunity  to  bear  the 
views  of  the  other  members  of  the  Federal-State  Joint  Action  Committee.  As 
you  know,  I  have  recently  become  a  member  of  this  Committee  and  I  believe  out 
of  courtesy  to  the  other  members  I  should  at  least  hear  their  views.  I  under¬ 
stand  there  will  be  such  an  opportunity  during  the  forthcoming  Governors’ 
conference  at  Puerto  Rico. 

However,  I  can  say  that  I  have  been  continuously  impressed  with  the  work 
of  your  subcommittee.  There  is  an  obvious  need  for  further  and  even  more 
intensive  effort  in  strengthening  Federal-State  relations.  I  am  in  accord  with 
the  objectives  set  forth  in  the  proposed  legislation,  as  I  see  the  need  for  a 
permanent  forum  in  which  representatives  of  all  levels  of  our  government  can 
review  and  evaluate  the  Federal-State  programs. 

You  may  recall  that  at  the  last  Governors’  conference  at  Miami  Beach  I  set 
forth  my  views  and  general  outlook  concerning  Federal-State  relations  in  a 
paper  entitled  “Needed:  A  New  Approach  to  Federal-State  Relations.”  While 
this  statement  makes  no  reference  to  a  proposed  Advisory  Commission,  its 
approach  is  in  general  accord  with  the  objectives  of  the  proposed  legislation 
and  deals  with  issues  of  central  concern  to  your  subcommittee.  I  am  attaching 
a  copy  of  this  statement  for  whatever  use  you  may  care  to  make  of  it. 

I  might  add  that  I  have  been  encouraged  by  reports  of  the  recent  meetings  of 
the  joint  action  committee.  It  appears  to  me  that  as  the  committee  turns  to 
more  specific  problems,  its  effort  becomes  increasingly  more  promising. 

As  I  indicated  in  my  Miami  statement,  I  believe,  in  line  with  the  thinking 
of  your  subcommittee,  that  more  progress  in  improving  Federal-State  relations 
can  be  made  by  directing  our  attention  to  those  specific  “squeak”  points  that 
appear  to  weaken  the  Federal-State  relationship  than  can  be  achieved  by  an 
endless  debate  over  the  proper  roles  of  particular  levels  of  government.  I  am 
confident  that  continued  effort  on  the  part  of  both  your  subcommittee  and  the 
joint  action  committee  holds  the  promise  of  a  vastly  improved  system  of  inter¬ 
governmental  relations. 

I  should  like,  however,  at  this  time  to  reserve  further  comment  concerning  the 
proposed  Advisory  Commission  until  I  have  had  an  opportunity  to  meet  with  the 
other  members  of  the  joint  action  committee.  I  am  sure  you  can  appreciate 
my  position  in  this  regard. 

May  I  thank  you  again  for  your  courtesy  in  inviting  me  to  appear  before  your 
subcommittee. 

Sincerely, 


Oeville  L.  Freeman,  Governor. 


(The  paper  referred  to  follows :) 


Needed  :  A  New  Approach  to  Federal- State  Relations 
(By  Gov.  Orville  L.  Freeman) 

When  chief  executives  of  the  48  States  gather  in  Miami  Beach  for  our  annual 
Governors’  conference  a  main  item  of  business  will  be  consideration  of  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  joint  Federal-State  action  committee. 

This  committee  was  established  at  the  1957  conference  in  response  to  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower’s  personally  delivered  appeal  for  creation  of  a  joint  Federal- 
State  task  force  whose  twofold  purpose  would  be  (1)  to  designate  functions 
that  can  be  shifted  from  the  Federal  Government  to  the  States  and  (2)  to  rec¬ 
ommend  revenue  adjustments  that  would  make  such  shifts  possible. 

The  appeal  struck  a  responsive  chord  among  the  Governors  who  perennially 
have  adopted  resolutions  assailing  the  growth  of  Federal  activity  and  demand¬ 
ing  a  greater  recognition  of  States  rights.  They  promptly  accepted  the  Presi¬ 
dential  invitation.  The  conference  chairman  named  10  Governors  and  the 
President  selected  7  top  Federal  officials,  and  the  committee  organized  under 
the  cochairmanship  of  Gov.  Lane  Dwinnell,  of  New  Hampshire,  and  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  Robert  B.  Anderson. 

The  committee  met  on  four  occasions  for  a  total  of  8  days  of  discussion,  and 
on  December  5,  1957,  submitted  “Progress  Report  No.  1.”  This  report  recom¬ 
mends  (1)  that  the  States  assume  full  responsibility  for  financing  vocational 
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education,  (2)  the  discontinuance  of  Federal  support  for  municipal  waste-treat¬ 
ment  plants,  (3)  a  greatly  reduced  program  of  Federal  aid  for  natural  disaster 
relief,  (4)  expanded  activity  by  the  States  in  promoting  peacetime  uses  of  atomic 
energy,  and,  on  the  revenue  adjustments  side,  (5)  a  gradual  transfer  to  the 
States  of  the  Federal  telephone  service  tax. 

These  recommendations  have  failed  to  generate  any  enthusiasm  among  the 
Governors  or,  for  that  matter,  anyone  else — the  White  House,  Congress,  State 
legislators,  or  public  groups.  In  fact,  the  most  notable  aspect  of  the  report  is 
the  heavy  silence  that  has  followed  its  release.  The  cool  response  is  due,  simply, 
to  the  fact  that  the  recommendations  are  all  politically  and  financially  un¬ 
realistic.  Many  Governors  shudder  at  the  prospect — remote  as  it  is — that  one  or 
more  of  them  might  in  time  be  adopted. 

The  report  is  notable,  too,  by  reason  of  the  limited  scope  of  its  recommenda¬ 
tions.  They  cover  less  than  two-hundredths  of  1  percent  of  the  money  now  being 
expended  by  the  National  Government  in  support  of  State  and  local  programs. 
While  some  additional  items  have  been  marked  for  further  study,  it  is  painfully 
apparent  that,  at  its  present  rate  of  progress,  the  committee  will  require  several 
decades,  perhaps  a  century,  to  make  any  significant  impact,  assuming  its  recom¬ 
mendations  were  politically  realistic  and  acceptable,  which  they  are  not. 

The  committee,  in  short,  by  failing  to  develop  even  the  beginnings  of  an 
acceptable  program  for  shifting  functions  to  the  States,  has  demonstrated  the 
futility  of  trying  to  reverse  the  historic  pattern  of  growth  in  Federal  support 
programs. 

For  many  years  the  Governors  and  countless  others,  including  President 
Eisenhower,  have  argued  for  a  reduction  in  Federal  aid  programs.  Despite  all 
the  agitation,  however,  the  scope  of  Federal  activity  has  continued  to  expand  at 
a  rapid  rate ;  in  fact,  despite  the  President’s  firmly  declared  and  often-repeated 
position,  the  amount  of  Federal  aid  has  doubled  under  his  administration.  For 
the  1952-53  fiscal  year  the  aid  programs  received  $2,721  million  compared  with 
$5,860  million  for  fiscal  1957-58,  and  even  larger  appropriations  are  projected 
for  next  year. 

The  President’s  appeal  at  Williamsburg  for  a  task  force  for  action  reflected 
the  growing  feeling  that  we  have  had  enough  oratory  and  enough  fact  gathering 
concerning  intergovernmental  relations  and  that  the  time  had  now  come  for  a 
detailing  of  the  specifics.  What  programs,  what  services,  what  functions  should 
be  abandoned  by  the  Federal  Government  and  shifted  to  the  States? 

Now  we  have  had  a  first  “hard  look”  at  the  specifics,  and  this  experience 
convinces  me  that  we  need  still  another  examination  of  the  problem,  but  this 
time  from  a  basically  different  approach. 

It  is  not  unlikely  that  the  Governors’  conference  will,  by  withholding  any 
approving  word,  insure  the  early  expiration  of  the  joint  inquiry,  or,  conceivably, 
by  direct  action,  kill  it  outright.  Either  action  would  be  most  unfortunate.  I 
am  critical  of  the  committee’s  recommendations  but  the  weakness  of  its  first  re¬ 
port  does  not  justify  discouraging  further  attempts  at  joint  effort.  The  commit¬ 
tee  has  important  work  to  do,  and,  with  a  proper  approach,  can  still  make  an 
extremely  significant  contribution. 

What  should  be  done  is  to  redirect  the  committee’s  activity  into  more 
promising  and  more  realistic  channels  of  inquiry.  The  committee’s  first  report 
has  run  aground  because  the  premises  upon  which  it  was  established  and  the 
assumptions  with  which  it'  has  been  forced  to  operate  are  fundamentally  fal¬ 
lacious. 

We  have  gone  astray  because  our  premises  and  assumptions  are  based  on  an 
erroneous  conception  of  the  nature  of  our  Federal-State  system  of  government. 
It  is  a  conception  of  a  mechanism  that  is  composed  of  three  related  but  separable 
parts,  each  of  which  can  and  should  function  independently  of  each  other.  In 
the  imagery  of  many  people  our  American  Government  appears  like  a  cake 
with  three  distinct  layers — the  top  labled  “Federal” ;  the  middle,  “State” ;  the 
bottom,  “local.” 

The  truth  is  that  our  Government  is  not  like  that  at  all.  In  reality  it  is — 
in  the  apt  metaphor  first  used,  to  my  knowledge,  by  Prof.  Morton  Grodzins,  of 
the  University  of  Chicago — like  a  marble  cake,  in  which  the  several  levels  of 
government  are  intertwined  and  interlocked.  We  can  no  more  separate  functions 
and  label  some  Federal  and  others  State  and  regard  such  division  as  forever 
immutable  than  we  can  separate  the  States  themselves  from  the  Union.  To 
attempt  to  isolate  functions  and  assign  them  to  one  or  another  level  of  govern¬ 
ment  is  to  attempt  the  impossible.  And  yet  this  has  been  the  unchallenged 
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objective  of  all  of  the  many  study  commissions  that  have  entered  this  field  of 

inquiry.  .  .  .  .  .  . 

These  commissions  have  failed  to  complete  their  missions  for  the  basic  reason 
that  their  underlying  assumptions  have  been  fallacious.  It  is  simply  not  real¬ 
istic  to  assume  that  highways,  public  health,  aviation,  welfare,  education,  con¬ 
servation,  law  enforcement,  agriculture,  utility  regulation,  to  mention  only  a 
few  functions,  can  be  separately  dealt,  with  by  only  one  level  of  government,  or 
that  we  can  untangle  the  intertwined  relationships  and  interdependencies  be¬ 
tween  Nation  and  States  to  reconstitute  the  marble  cake  into  a  three-layer  cake. 

The  question  to  which  we  should  address  ourselves  is  not,  “How  can  we 
separate  the  functions  and  assign  them  to  one  or  the  other  level  of  government?” 
Rather  we  should  address  ourselves  to  the  question,  “How  can  we  make  the 
mechanism  of  intergovernmental  relations  work  better?”  With  this  as  the 
guiding  question  and  with  the  assumption  that  the  interlaced  relationships 
between  Federal  and  State  Governments  are  here  to  stay,  the  joint  action 
committee  could  perform  an  invaluable  service,  because,  unlike  many  of  its 
predecessors,  it  brings  together  officials  at  the  top  levels  of  both  the  National 
and  State  Governments  who  must  deal  with  political  realities  and  who  know 
from  experience  the  nature  of  the  mechanism  we  are  seeking  to  improve.  The 
prospects  for  a  successful  inquiry  would  be  further  increased  by  adding  Members 
of  Congress  and  some  State  legislators. 

The  approach  used  by  the  joint  action  committee  had  the  same  spirit  and  the 
same  objectives  as  those  of  the  long  line  of  its  predecessors.  In  the  last  15 
years  a  shelfload  of  reports  have  been  prepared  on  the  subject  by  an  impressive 
series  of  investigating  bodies.  In  1943  the  Department  of  the  Treasury  con¬ 
ducted  a  special  study  that  resulted  in  a  600-page  report  on  “Federal.  State,  and 
Local  Government  Fiscal  Relations.”  In  1959  the  first  Hoover  Commission 
issued  a  four-volume  study,  and,  in  the  same  year,  the  Council  of  State  Govern¬ 
ments  published  a  32-page  report  on  “Federal  grants-in-aid.”  The  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  (the  Kestnbaum  Committee),  established  in 
1953.  has  produced  its  summary  report  and  a  large  number  of  staff  publications; 
and  currently  the  subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  headed  by  Congressman  L.  H.  Fountain,  has  been 
making  an  intensive  study  from  which  have  come  a  large  number  of  published 
hearings. 

To  this  array  of  materials  must  be  added  the  equally  impressive  studies  of 
such  State  inquiries  as  the  New  York  Temporary  Commission  on  Fiscal  Affairs 
of  State  Government  (Bird  Committee)  and  the  Minnesota  studies  in  inter¬ 
governmental  relations  conducted  by  Prof.  William  Anderson,  one  of  the  leading 
authorities  in  this  field. 

These  many  studies  have  produced  a  flood  of  materials  that  throw  much  light 
on  the  complexities  in  Federal-State  relations,  but  throughout  all  of  them  one 
central  question  is  posed  but  never  answered :  What  activities  and  what  func¬ 
tions  are  most  appropriately  performed  by  which  level  of  government? 

In  this  continuous  debate,  one  group  insists  that  Federal  activity  has  gone 
beyond  its  appropriate  boundary,  that  this  historic  trend  must  be  reversed,  and 
that  more  functions  should  be  assumed  directly  by  the  States  with  a  corre¬ 
sponding  decrease  in  Federal  activity.  The  other  group  argues  that  the  necessi¬ 
ties  of  our  time,  given  the  relations  among  our  States  and  such  factors  as  our 
exploding  population,  require  the  maintenance,  if  not  the  expansion,  of  Federal 
support  programs  and  that  a  basic  change  in  the  present  pattern  will  create 
more  problems  than  it  will  solve. 

For  the  most  part  the  studies  set  forth  general  principles  and  general  objec¬ 
tives,  often  stated  in  vague  and  ambiguous  terms.  But  throughout  there  is  the 
unchallenged  assumption  that  there  is  and  can  be  a  division  of  functions,  not 
only  between  the  Federal  and  State  Governments  but  also  between  the  States 
and  their  subdivisions.  Reenforcement  for  this  notion  is  sought  in  a  correla¬ 
tive  assumption  that  this  division  of  functions  was  intended  by  the  National 
Constitution.  And  always,  either  implicitly  or  explicitly,  is  the  assumption 
that  the  scope  of  Federal  activity  has  overreached  itself  and  that  local  and 
State  governments  have  abdicated  their  proper  responsibility. 

Because  of  the  unquestioning  acceptance  of  these  assumptions,  much  of  the 
investigation  of  the  problem  of  intergovernmental  relations  proceeds  in  a  thick 
fog  of  confusion  through  which  vaguely  and  sometimes  loudly  emit  battlecries 
of  “States  rights”  and  “down  with  centralization.”  We  are  given  to  believe 
that  a  national  colossus  stalks  the  land,  about  to  swallow  up  the  separate  States 
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and  their  subdivisions,  that  our  precious  rights  and  liberties  are  about  to  be 
destroyed,  and  that  our  national  wealth  and  resources  are  being  frittered  and 
despoiled  by  Federal  support  programs. 

The  barrage  of  propaganda  against  increased  Federal  support  for  needed 
governmental  activities  has  obscured  the  fundamental  fact  that,  in  terms  of  non¬ 
defense  services,  State  and  local  governments  have  been  paying  an  increasing 
proportion  of  governmental  costs  while  the  Federal  Government  has  been  paying 
a  decreasing  share.  In  1940  State  and  local  governments  paid  58  percent  of 
the  cost  of  nondefense  services ;  in  1956  they  paid  73  percent.  Measured  in 
terms  of  1956  dollar  values,  the  per  capita  support  for  nondefense  services  at 
the  Federal  level  dropped  from  $86.47  in  1940  to  $74.65  in  1956,  and,  at  the 
same  time.  State  and  local  per  capita  support  for  these  services  increased  from 
$120.80  to  $198.45.  Clearly  the  often-repeated  charge  that  the  cost  of  govern¬ 
ment  is  being  shifted  from  the  States  to  the  Federal  Government  should  be 
thoroughly  reexamined. 

The  impression  that  the  States  are  not  exerting  themselves  fully  enough  and 
that  they  are  relying  in  greater  and  greater  proportionate  measure  upon  the 
Federal  Government  is  an  erroneous  one.  The  truth  is  that  the  States  and 
municipalities  have  made  an  enormous  exertion  to  meet  their  growing  problems. 
In  the  decade  from  1946  to  1956  State  and  local  expenditures  increased  from 
$12.4  billion  to  $40.2  billion.  Debt  increased  from  $16  billion  to  $49  billion. 
Clearly  the  States  have  been  making  a  tax  effort  and  the  problems  will  require 
an  even  greater  tax  exertion  in  the  future.  To  meet  them  some  reasonable 
balance  between  State  and  Federal  sharing  must  be  achieved  and  to  talk  in 
terms  of  a  further  shift  to  the  States  of  the  proportionate  tax  load  will  in¬ 
tensify  their  already  overwhelming  plight. 

Given  the  assumptions  with  which  it  was  compelled  to  work,  it  was  in¬ 
evitable  that  the  Joint  Action  Committee  would  produce  the  kind  of  report  that 
it  did.  It  set  out  to  designate  functions  that  can  be  assumed  by  the  States, 
and  the  fact  that  it,  in  effect,  couldn’t  find  any  is  no  reflection  on  the  intelligence 
or  integrity  of  its  members.  It  reflects  rather  the  weakness  in  the  assumptions 
and  the  premises  that  underlie  the  efforts  to  deal  with  Federal-State  relations. 
Instead  of  seeking  improvement  in  the  mechanism,  the  investigators  have  sought 
an  answer  to  a  question  to  which  there  is  no  answer. 

What  is  needed  is  the  redirection  of  our  energies  away  from  the  theoretical 
argument  over  a  separation  of  State  and  Federal  activity  to  a  consideration  of 
the  deficiencies  in  the  mechanism  as  it  now  operates.  There  are  many  de¬ 
ficiencies  in  Federal-State  relations.  We  should  seek  to  identify  them  and  to 
develop  sensible  recommendations  for  their  correction. 

We  should,  in  other  words,  analyze  what  Professor  Grodzins  has  called  the 
“squeak”  points  in  intergovernmental  relations  and  how  they  impair  the  op¬ 
eration  of  the  Federal-State  mechanism.  We  should  examine  such  conditions 
and  problems  as  the  following: 

(1)  Because  Federal  appropriations  are  voted  on  an  annual  basis  and  many 
States  operate  on  biennial  budgets,  the  States  experience  great  difficulty  in 
planning  their  programs  involving  Federal  aid.  They  do  not  know  how  much 
will  be  available  until  Congress  has  acted. 

(2)  The  large  number  of  separate  Federal  aid  programs  introduces  a  chaotic 
note  in  State  budgeting,  tending  to  impair  the  maintenance  of  the  executive 
budget.  Some  kind  of  coordinated  activity  at  the  Federal  level  would  enable 
the  States  to  participate  in  Federal-aid  programs  on  a  more  planned  and  more 
integrated  basis. 

(3)  Federal  aid  programs  tend  to  skew  State  financial  programs  in  favor  of 
those  activities  that  have  Federal  support.  When  a  State  can,  in  effect,  obtain 
$2  by  the  expenditure  of  $1,  such  programs  obviously  will  be  given  preferential 
treatment.  This  makes  it  important  to  assess  at  some  point  the  total  impact 
of  all  Federal  aids  upon  the  State’s  overall  financial  program. 

(4)  Another  skewing  effect  results  from  the  tendency  of  some  Federal  aids 
to  favor  certain  groups  of  citizens.  For  example,  in  the  welfare  field  persons 
who  qualify  for  Federal  aid  categories,  such  as  aid  to  the  blind  or  aid  to 
dependent  children,  almost  everywhere  have  a  favored  position  over  those  who 
qualify  for  only  general  relief. 

(5)  Some  of  the  worst  features  of  bureaucratic  control  are  manifest  in  the 
Federal-aid  programs.  Some  administrative  forms  are  so  complex  that  they 
make  administration  unnecessarily  unwieldy.  Often  great  amounts  of  irrelevant 
information  are  required.  States  frequently  experience  troublesome  delays  in 
obtaining  needed  decisions  from  regional  and  national  offices.  Sometimes 
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authority  to  act  iu  behalf  of  Federal  agencies  is  not  clearly  spelled  out ;  at 
times  Federal  agents  will  be  too  indecisive,  at  other  times  too  arbitrary. 

(6)  The  many  Federal-aid  programs  are  conceived,  established,  and  managed 
independently  of  each  other.  No  central  or  single  mechanism  coordinates 
programs  which  often  affect  each  other.  The  Joint  Action  Committee  might 
very  well  consider  establishment  of  an  administrative  mechanism  at  the  na¬ 
tional  level  that  would  be  responsible  for  bringing  the  numerous  aid  programs 
into  balance  with  each  other  and  for  helping  States  maximize  their  participation 
in  the  aid  programs. 

(7)  A  top-level  reviewing  mechanism  would  prevent  the  sudden  springing 
of  a  new  Federal-aid  program  without  full  preparation  on  the  part  of  both 
the  States  and  the  Federal  administering  agencies.  In  1056  when  Congress 
approved  $5  million  for  aid  to  rural  libraries  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  was  taken  by  surprise  and  wras  completely  unprepared 
for  its  administration.  Aid  programs  often  result  from  pressures  applied  on 
Congress  by  particular  interest  groups.  States  will  suddenly  discover  that 
still  another  aid  program  has  been  created  without  their  consultation.  The 
legislature  must  either  vote  a  matching  appropriation  or  face  criticism  for 
failing  to  take  advantage  of  Federal  aid. 

(8)  The  scope  and  complexity  of  Federal-aid  programs,  proceeding  as  they 
do  through  the  labyrinthian  bureaucracy,  is  making  it  increasingly  difficult  for 
States  and  their  subdivisions  to  maintain  sensible  communication  and  to  obtain 
essential  information  concerning  available  aids.  Many  jurisdictions  fail  to 
participate  in  Federal  programs  because  they  do  not  have  personnel  who  are 
familiar  with  the  programs  or  who  can  master  the  bureaucratic  intricacies. 

(9)  Federal  programs  that  deal  directly  with  municipalities  sometimes  un¬ 
settle  the  State’s  relationship  with  their  subdivisions.  Direct  Federal-local 
arrangements  should  exist  only  when  the  State  provides  no  suitable  mechanism 
for  the  Federal-aid  program. 

In  an  even  broader  category  than  “squeak”  points  is  the  opportunity  that  im¬ 
proved  Federal-State  relations  opens  for  more  effective  use  of  national  fiscal 
and  monetary  controls.  The  current  recession  demonstrates  clearly  many  of  the 
strengths  and  weaknesses  in  the  use  of  these  devices  for  countercyclical  pur¬ 
poses.  There  are  obvious  advantages  in  considering  grants-in-aid  in  terms  not 
only  of  per  capita  distribution  but  also  in  terms  of  genuine  equalization.  We 
need  deep  exploration  of  the  extent  of  “tax  effort”  on  the  part  of  individual 
States  as  one  basic  criterion  in  determining  amount  of  Federal  support.  By 
recognizing  the  fiscal  congruence  of  Federal  and  State  Governments  much 
progress  could  be  made  on  this  important  level. 

By  describing  the  “squeak”  points  in  intergovernmental  relations  I  do  not 
mean  to  suggest  that  there  is  much  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  States  of  basic 
dissatisfaction  with  Federal  programs.  One  of  the  revealing  aspects  of  the 
many  intergovernmental  studies  is  the  lack  of  criticism  on  the  part  of  States 
concerning  ongoing  Federal  programs.  We  recently  conducted  a  survey  in 
Minnesota  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  Federal  programs.  Our  administrators 
uniformly  approved  the  programs  and  voiced  apprehension  over  any  prospective 
diminution  in  them. 

The  need  for  a  new  approach  to  Federal-State  relations  is  heightened  by  the 
current  recession.  Through  the  years,  as  the  debate  over  shifting  functions 
away  from  the  Federal  Government  has  gone  on,  the  financial  plight  of  the 
States  has  deepened.  It  has  reached  the  point  that  threatens  the  survival  of 
many  vital  programs.  If  relief  is  not  obtained,  the  States  will  be  in  jeopardy 
many  times  more  serious  than  any  threat  posed  by  the  system  of  Federal  aids. 

I  believe  the  plight  of  our  States  demands  an  expansion  and  extension  of 
Federal  support,  not  curtailment  or  abandonment  of  programs  of  assistance. 
Historically,  Federal  grants-in-aid  have  certainly  increased,  not  decreased,  the 
scope  of  State  activities.  The  best  way  to  insure  strengthened  vitality  at  both 
National  and  State  levels  of  the  Federal  system  is  to  continue  and  to  enlarge 
the  cooperation  and  collaboration  between  them.  Instead  of  agitating  for  the 
discontinuance  of  certain  Federal-State  programs,  we  should  examine  prospects 
for  more  of  them. 

I  appeal,  therefore,  for  a  redirection  of  the  committee’s  efforts  into  what  I 
believe  will  be  more  promising  channels  for  constructive  action.  The  time  has 
come  for  courageously  asking  whether  the  Federal  Government  should  not 
share  with  the  States  a  portion  of  its  plentiful  tax  sources.  It  may  be  wiser 
in  the  long  run,  instead  of  cutting  the  Federal  income  tax  by  several  billions 
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as  is  currently  proposed,  to  retain  the  present  rates  and  bring  much-needed 
Federal  relief  to  the  States,  thereby  making  unnecessary  tax  increases  at  the 
State  level. 

The  States  face  many  handicaps  in  coping  with  their  financial  problems. 
Many  labor  under  hobbling  constitutional  limitations,  such  as  debt  restrictions 
and  dedicated  revenues.  The  competitive  relationship  among  the  States  im¬ 
mobilizes  them  from  taking  many  essential  actions.  Many  of  them  have  insuf¬ 
ficient  basic  wealth  and  resources  with  which  to  maintain  vital  services  without 
increased  Federal  support.  And  all  of  them  have  enormous  problems  that  result 
from  the  present  disproportion  of  old  people  and  of  school-age  children. 

We  must  face  our  plight  realistically.  We  must  ask :  How  can  we  make  the 
Federal-State  mechanism  work  better?  How  can  we  get  the  “squeaks"  out 
of  the  system ?  How  can  we  find  the  needed  revenue? 

In  my  view,  if  our  States  are  to  receive  the  assistance  they  so  badly  need, 
the  Federal  Government  must  either  expand  its  present  programs  and  embark 
upon  new  ones  or  it  must  agree  to  revenue-sharing  with  the  States.  One  measure 
might  be  that  the  Congress  return  to  the  States  a  portion— perhaps  5  percent — 
of  the  Federal  corporate  and  individual  income  tax.  Proposals  of  this  type 
should  be  studied  by  the  Joint  Action  Committee. 

On  balance,  the  many  investigations  of  Federal-State  relations  have  had  a 
salutary  effect.  They  have  alerted  the  Nation  to  the  growing  concerns  in  this 
broad  area.  But  we  need  now  to  reexamine  the  assumptions  that  have  his¬ 
torically  guided  these  studies  and  to  redirect  our  efforts  into  more  promising 
channels. 


[Telegram] 


June  23,  1950. 


Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

I  would  be  most  appreciative  if  you  would  advise  the  joint  committee  in  its 
hearings  on  the  creation  of  a  permanent  bipartisan  Advisory  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  that  I  am  most  hopeful  that  the  committee  will 
act  favorably  with  respect  to  it.  I  can  see  much  value  to  all  of  us  on  a  Federal- 
State-local  level  and  regret  my  inability  to  attend  the  hearings  in  person. 

Grant  Sawyer, 
Governor  of  Nevada. 


The  Territory  of  Hawaii, 

Executive  Chambers, 

Iolani  Palace, 
Honolulu,  June  23,  1059. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Muskie:  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  letter  of  June  6,  1959, 
extending  me  your  personal  invitation  to  present  my  views  on  the  advisability 
of  creating  a  permanent  bipartisan  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations.  I  greatly  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  express  my  opinion  on  a 
matter  of  such  vital  concern  to  our  system  of  government  today. 

I  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  study  the  proposal  you  and  Representative 
L.  H.  Fountain  have  introduced  into  the  present  session  of  Congress  to  create 
such  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  Hence,  I  am  not 
in  a  position  to  offer  any  detailed  comments  on  this  particular  proposal. 

Nevertheless,  I  am  familiar  with  the  reports  of  the  Commission  on  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Relations  issued  in  1955  and  with  the  work  of  the  Joint  Federal- 
State  Action  Committee  established  in  1957.  The  experience  of  these  two  groups 
and  my  own  experience  as  Governor  of  Hawaii  have  convinced  me  that  there 
is  a  need  to  focus  attention  on  the  problems  of  intergovernmental  relations  on 
a  full-time  and  continuing  basis.  Therefore,  I  am  in  full  accord  with  the  idea 
of  creating  a  permanent  bipartisan  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  or  similar  agency  to  accomplish  this  purpose. 

I  have  no  specific  recommendations  regarding  the  form  and  composition  of 
such  an  agency  except  to  say  that  I  feel  it  is  important  to  take  care  that  the 
views  of  both  State  and  local  governments  are  adequately  represented  as  well 
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as  those  of  the  Federal  Government.  Perhaps  this  can  be  achieved  best  by  work¬ 
ing  through  existing  organizations  representing  these  views,  such  as  the  Council 
of  State  Governments,  the  National  Municipal  League,  and  the  U.S.  Conference 
of  Mayors. 

In  conclusion,  may  I  thank  you  again  for  this  opportunity  to  contribute  my 
thoughts  on  this  important  subject.  I  sincerely  hope  that  the  present  delibera¬ 
tions  of  Congress  will  result  in  the  approval  of  this  constructive  approach  to 
the  solution  of  many  of  the  complex  problems  of  intergovernmental  relation¬ 
ships  in  our  Federal  system  of  government.  If  there  is  anything  else  I  can  do 
to  assist  in  these  deliberations,  please  let  me  know. 

Sincerely, 

William  F.  Quinn, 
Governor  of  Hawaii. 


Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

U.S.  Representative, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 


The  State  of  Texas, 
Executive  Department, 
Austin,  Tex.,  June  21f,  1959. 


Dear  Mr.  Fountain  :  In  going  through  some  unanswered  mail,  I  was  em¬ 
barrassed  to  find  your  letter  concerning  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations.  As  you  may  know,  all  my  time  has  been  devoted  recently  to 
the  important  matters  before  our  legislature,  and  my  correspondence  suffered 
accordingly.  Please  forgive  this  delay  in  my  reply. 

Senator  Muskie  had  added  his  personal  invitation  to  yours  for  the  hearings 
last  week,  and  he  probably  reported  that  I  sent  him  a  telegram  last  Friday 
June  19,  reading  as  follows: 

“Sincerely  regret  impossible  to  attend  committee  hearing  on  creation  of  a 
permanent  bipartisan  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 
However,  as  Governor  of  Texas  and  a  member  of  the  joint  State-Federal 
Relations  Commission,  I  strongly  endorse  such  action.  There  is  a  great  need  for 
better  cooperation  between  all  levels  of  government  to  the  end  that  waste  and 
duplication  can  be  prevented  and  in  order  that  State  and  local  responsibilities 
will  be  better  respected  and  exercised.  The  Federal  Government  has  its  hands 
full  and  should  not  be  called  upon  to  further  enter  and  finance  matters  which 
are  the  primary  responsibility  of  State  and  local  governments.  I  will  appreciate 
your  placing  this  telegram  in  the  record. 

“Sincerely, 


“Price  Daniel, 

“ Governor  of  Texas.” 

I  appreciated  your  invitation  as  I  am  very  much  concerned  with  Federal- 
State  relations  and  only  regret  I  could  not  attend  the  hearings  last  week 
Kindest  personal  regards. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Price  Daniel. 


Statement  of  Hon.  J.  Millard  Tawes,  Governor  of  the  State  of  Maryland 

The  tiend  toward  a  centralization  of  government  is  a  clearly  recognizable 
incident  of  the  age  in  which  we  live,  and,  whether  we  applaud  it  or  deplore  it 
we  must  accommodate  ourselves  to  its  existence. 

It  is  just  as  evident  on  the  State  level  as  it  is  on  the  Federal  level.  We 
who  are  involved  in  State  government  labor  continuously  with  the  problem 
particularly  in  the  area  of  taxation  and  fiscal  affairs. 

As  a  principle,  most  of  us  subscribe  to  the  doctrine  that  democratic  govern¬ 
ment  functions  best  on  the  local  plane  where  it  is  most  sensitive  to  the  wishes 
and  the  feelings  of  the  people. 

A  special  merit  of  our  Federal  system  is  that  under  it  we  have  been  able 
to  preserve  a  large  measure  of  local  government  while  at  the  same  time  we 
have  centralized  power  where  it  was  required  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  time 
The  tremendous  growth  in  population,  the  rapid  urbanization  of  our  country 
and  the  great  technological  changes  which  have  taken  place  would  have  forced 
us  to  abandon  our  basic  belief  in  local  self-government  had  we  not  inherited 
this  unique  Federal  system. 
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The  need  to  retain  a  proper  balance  between  Federal,  State,  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  is  apparent  to  all  of  us. 

The  proposed  permanent  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  an  effective  instrument  for  maintaining  this 
proper  balance. 

Therefore,  I  heartily  endorse  Senate  bill  2026  and  House  bills  6904  and  6905, 
which  would  establish  and  set  in  operation  that  Commission. 

June  25, 1959. 


State  op  Alaska, 
Juneau,  June  26,  1959. 

Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Congressman  Fountain  :  Some  days  ago,  I  sent  a  message  supporting 
H.R.  6904  and  Senator  Muskie’s  companion  bill  which  seek  to  create  an  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  This  letter  reiterates  my  position 
in  support  of  the  legislation.  There  are  many  aspects  of  the  proposed  enactment 
that  will  prove  to  be  very  desirable  and  beneficial  to  the  American  people  as  a 
whole.  Coordination  of  efforts  in  certain  fields  of  government  will  do  much  to 
alleviate  waste.  Greater  efficiency  will  result,  together  with  a  far  greater  under¬ 
standing  of  many  correlated  problems. 

We  fully  support  the  objectives  sought  in  legislation  introduced  by  you  and 
others. 


Sincerely  yours, 


William  A.  Egan,  Governor. 


State  of  Alaska, 

Office  of  the  Governor, 

Juneau,  July  7,  1959. 

Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

Chairman,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Fountain:  In  response  to  your  letter  of  June  25,  which 
arrived  today,  and  your  second  letter  of  July  1,  which  reached  my  desk  on 
July  6,  I  wish  to  reiterate  my  statement  relative  to  intergovernmental  relations, 
telegraphed  to  Senator  Muskie  on  June  15: 

“As  a  new  State,  Alaska  and  its  people  are  acutely  aware  of  the  many 
problems  arising  from  participation  in  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  Par¬ 
ticularly  are  we  conscious  of  the  difficulties  arising  from  those  programs  in 
which  the  State  per  capita  personal  income  element  is  used  as  one  of  the  deter¬ 
mining  factors  in  participation  formulas.  I  realize  that  this  is  but  one  of  the 
many  items  calling  for  a  review  of  the  entire  structure  of  intergovernmental 
relations  and  a  charting  of  the  course  to  be  followed  in  future  programs,  with 
possible  revision  of  existing  legislation.  I  would,  therefore,  tend  to  favor  the 
legislation  sought  in  H.R.  6904,  H.R.  6905,  and  S.  2026.” 

Sincerely  yours, 

William  A.  Egan,  Governor. 


State  of  Maine, 
Augusta,  July  2,  1959. 


L.  H.  Fountain, 

Chairman,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Fountain  :  I  am  sorry  to  be  so  late  in  expressing  my  observations  of 
H.R.  6904.  The  demands  of  our  recently  adjourned  legislature  was  such  that  it 


was  impossible  for  me  to  find  the  time  to  digest  this  bill. 

Now  that  I  have  had  the  opportunity  to  study  it  I  wish  to  indicate  my  approval 
of  the  purposes  outlined.  I  believe  that  we  have  a  need  for  an  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  and  do,  therefore,  give  it  my  whole¬ 
hearted  approval. 

With  best  wishes,  I  am, 

Sincerely,  _ 

Clinton  A.  Clauson,  Governor. 


43013—59 
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State  of  Nebraska, 
Lincoln,  Nebr.,  July  7,  1959. 

Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

Chairman,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Fountain  :  Please  be  assured  of  my  complete  support  of 
the  excellent  legislation  pertaining  to  the  eventual  establishment  of  a  permanent 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

The  proposal  for  an  informational  clearinghouse  on  all  aspects  of  inter¬ 
governmental  relations,  with  specialized  attention  to  particular  problems,  supple¬ 
mented  by  technical  assistance,  is  one  which  can  constitute  a  distinct  contribu¬ 
tion  in  this  important  area  of  governmental  activity. 

Its  potential  as  an  evaluating  and  reviewing  agency  is  unlimited. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  furnishing  a  statement  in  this  connection. 
Sincerely, 


Ralph  G.  Brooks,  Governor. 


Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania, 

Governor’s  Office, 
Harrisburg,  July  9,  1959. 

Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Fountain  :  Since  I  was  unable  to  make  an  appearance 
before  your  committee  when  they  had  public  hearings  on  H.R.  6904  and  H.R.  6905, 
as  you  requested  in  your  letter  of  May  27,  I  would  like  to  file  the  following 
statement  as  an  expression  of  my  views  on  this  legislation. 

The  establishment  of  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 
as  proposed  in  H.R.  6904  and  H.R.  6905  and  the  companion  bill  in  the  Senate, 
S.  2026,  appears  to  be  an  excellent  medium  for  continuing  study  and  review  of 
both  the  existing  grant-in-aid  programs  and  new  programs  which  may  need  to 
be  devised  to  meet  emerging  unsolved  problems  in  our  society.  The  complexity 
of  the  programs  themselves  and  the  problems  that  they  are  designed  to  solve 
is  constantly  growing.  It  seems  good  sense  that  they  be  under  constant  review 
by  the  best  brains  in  the  country  from  all  levels  of  Federal,  State  and  local 
government,  and  perhaps  other  agencies  as  well. 

The  makeup  of  the  proposed  Advisory  Commission  is  well  designed  to  draw 
its  membership  from  all  levels  of  government.  I  note,  however,  that  there  is 
no  representation  from  other  than  governmental  bodies.  The  grant-in-aid 
programs  are  concentrated  in  fields  of  welfare,  health,  and  labor  and  are  of 
enormous  interest  to  vast  segments  of  our  society  most  of  which  are  represented 
by  private  organizations.  I  wonder  if  some  provision  could  not  be  made  for 
their  representation  on  the  Commission  itself.  If  that  is  not  feasible,  task  forces 
of  the  Commission  such  as  were  used  by  the  Hoover  Commission,  might  bring 
in  representation  from  labor,  management,  agriculture,  welfare,  and  health 
agencies,  church  groups,  and  others  who  have  an  enormous  interest  in  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  the  programs  with  which  this  Commission  would  deal. 

I  like  the  positive  philosophy  of  the  bill,  the  committee  report,  and  the  state¬ 
ments  of  the  sponsors.  They  all  recognize  that  these  grant-in-aid  programs  have 
been  devised  by  the  Congress  to  meet  very  real  social  and  economic  needs  of 
our  people.  We  should  not  approach  this  problem,  as  other  groups  have  done, 
with  a  preconceived  negative  conviction  that  grant-in-aid  programs  are  devious 
devices  by  which  the  Federal  Government  encroaches  on  State  prerogatives,  and 
should  be  reduced  or  repealed  at  the  earliest  possible  opportunity  in  order  to 
return  these  functions  to  the  States.  Such  an  approach  is  a  misreading  of 
history.  In  every  case,  the  programs  grew  out  of  very  real  needs  that  were  not 
being  met  by  the  States.  If  these  needs  were  not  real,  the  several  State  legisla¬ 
tures  would  not  have  provided  matching  grants  and  the  programs  would  have 
died  from  attrition. 

While  some  existing  programs  are  seriously  out  of  kilter  and  can  be  sub¬ 
stantially  improved  by  a  Commission  of  this  character,  I  would  hope  that  too 
much  of  the  Commission’s  time  would  not  be  taken  up  with  trying  to  overhaul 
existing  programs.  Surely,  primary  emphasis  should  be  given  to  studying  the 
emerging  problems  in  our  society  (sec.  2(5))  more  intensively  than  the  Joint 
Federal-State  Action  Committee  has  had  the  time  to  do,  and  recommending  to 
Congress,  the  States  and  the  cities,  the  most  efficient  sharing  and  distribution  of 
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responsibility  between  local,  State,  and  Federal  governments  for  tbe  solution 
of  these  problems. 

While  local  and  State  governments  should,  of  course,  be  used  as  much  as  pos¬ 
sible,  the  understandable  desires  for  decentralization  should  not  preclude  the 
Federal  Government’s  taking  on  that  part  of  the  job  which  can  most  effiectively 
be  carried  out  by  the  Federal  Government.  The  nature  of  the  problems  them¬ 
selves  should  he  the  guiding  consideration  as  to  the  distribution  of  functions 
between  levels  of  government.  What  combination  of  local,  State,  and  Federal 
effort  can  best  do  the  job  at  hand?  This  should  be  the  Commission’s  guide  line. 
No  arbitrary  rule  of  thumb  can  be  used  to  solve  problems  far  different  in 
character.  It  is  impossible  to  handle  the  problem  of  juvenile  delinquency,  for 
example,  with  the  same  pattern  of  shared  responsibility  that  we  handle  the 
problem  of  social  security,  public  assistance,  or  vocational  rehabilitation. 

I  would  hope  also  that  a  good  deal  of  thought  be  given  by  the  Commission 
to  the  establishment  of  Federal  standards  in  those  areas  where  the  Federal 
Government  itself  stays  out  of  direct  participation  in  a  program,  whether  it  be 
an  existing  program  or  a  new  one.  While  we  are  interested  in  the  widest  possible 
participation  by  government  at  the  local  and  State  levels,  where  the  Nation’s 
economy  is  concerned  and  all  States  are  competing  for  new  industry  this  com¬ 
petition  should  not  be  at  the  expense  of  acceptable  labor  standards  and  living 
standards  for  the  American  people. 

I  would  like  to  endorse  the  idea  of  an  Adivsory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  such  as  outlined  in  H.R.  6904,  TI.R.  6905,  and  S.  2026,  as  a  very 
substantial  step  forward  in  making  our  Government  at  all  levels  more  responsible 
to  the  needs  of  the  American  people  in  the  last  half  of  the  20th  century. 

With  kindest  regards,  I  am, 

Very  truly  yours, 


David  L.  Lawrence. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Sam  H.  Jones,  Former  Governor  of  the  State  of 

Louisiana 

My  name  is  Sam  H.  Jones.  I  am  a  practicing  attorney  of  Lake  Charles,  La., 
and,  by  way  of  identification  and  qualification,  I  submit  the  following :  I  served 
as  Governor  of  Louisiana  from  1940  to  1944.  Prior  to  my  tenure  as  Governor 
I  served  14  years  in  various  capacities  in  municipal,  parish  (county),  and  district 
governments.  I  was  a  member  of  the  Federal  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  from  1953  to  1955  and  served  as  Chairman  of  the  Local  Governments 
Committee. 

I  favor  the  legislation  embraced  in  H.R.  6904  by  Mr.  Fountain,  H.R.  6905  by 
Mrs.  Dwyer,  and  S.  2026  by  Mr.  Muskie,  et  al.,  with  one  modification. 

The  basic  and  fundamental  reason  why  I  favor  this  legislation  is  the  language 
of  the  last  sentence  in  the  letter  of  transmittal  by  Chairman  Meyer  Kestnbaum 
of  the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  to  the  President  on  June  20, 
1955,  wherein  he  said : 

“We  are  hopeful  that  this  report  will  be  regarded  as  the  beginning  rather 
than  the  end  of  a  contemporary  study  of  the  subject  of  intergovernmental  rela¬ 
tions,  and  that  it  will  stimulate  all  the  levels  of  government  to  examine  their 
respective  responsibilities  in  a  properly  balanced  Federal  system.” 

Then,  too,  I  agree  with  Chairman  Fountain  when,  speaking  before  the  House 
of  Representatives  on  May  6  on  the  subject  of  the  “Proposed  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations”  he  said  : 

“Building  on  the  foundation  laid  by  the  Kestnbaum  Commission  studies  and 
the  work  of  our  subcommittee,  I  believe  it  is  desirable  that  we  now  concentrate 
on  the  practical  and  continuing  problem  of  seeking  to  improve  the  operation  of 
our  Federal  system,  *  * 
and  with  his  observation  that : 

“The  most  important  function  of  the  Commission  *  *  *  would  be  that  of 
bringing  together  Federal,  State,  and  local  officials  on  a  continuing  basis  for 
discussion  of  the  problems  which  concern  and  affect  all  levels  of  government,” 
and  that  “the  Commission  would  provide  a  favorable  atmosphere  for  promoting 
mutual  understanding  and  would  help  to  produce  a  smoother  functioning  of  our 
Federal  system.” 

These  statements  are  in  agreement  with  the  recommendation  of  the  Kestnbaum 
Commission  that  “an  Advisory  Board  on  Intergovernmental  Relations”  should 
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be  appointed  by  the  President,  and  that  “provision  should  be  made  for  a  perma¬ 
nent  center  for  overall  attention  to  the  problem  of  interlevel  relationships.” 

Very  few  people,  outside  the  small  circle  of  professional  political  scientists, 
realize  how  grossly  Americans  have  neglected  the  study  of  the  functioning  of 
their  Federal  governmental  system.  It  is  well  to  remember  that  the  1953-55 
study  by  the  Kestnbaum  Commission  constituted  the  first  official  study  in  164 
years— or  from  1789  to  1953.  In  the  light  of  this  fact  it  is  no  wonder  that  we 
have  accumulated  a  complicated  labyrinth  of  tangled  problems  that  will  take 
years  for  the  best  brains  of  America  to  set  right  and  place  in  order. 

The  strength  of  the  proposed  Commission,  it  seems  to  me,  is  that  it  will  result 
in  bringing  together  representatives  of  the  three  levels  of  government  for  volun¬ 
tary  discussion  of  common  problems.  As  Senator  Muskie  so  well  observed,  in 
his  remarks  to  the  Senate  on  May  21 : 

“It  would  serve  as  a  central  clearinghouse  for  information  on  all  aspects  of 
intergovernmental  relations ;  it  would  serve  as  a  forum  for  discussion  of  specific 
problems  and  particular  programs ;  it  would  give  specialized  attention,  on  a 
continuing  basis,  to  particular  intergovernmental  problems  with  a  view  to  pro¬ 
moting  greater  cooperation  among  the  various  levels  of  government  and  pro¬ 
viding  a  systematic  means  of  encouraging  better  relations  among  them.” 

And,  I  think,  as  Mrs.  Dwyer  said  in  her  remarks  to  the  House  on  May  6,  that — 

“The  creation  of  a  permanent  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  would  help  bring  order,  understanding,  careful  planning,  and  more 
effective  control  into  the  complex  world  of  Federal-State-local  relations,”  observ¬ 
ing  quite  correctly  that,  at  the  present  time,  “there  is  no  existing  machinery 
whereby  improved  relations  between  the  several  levels  of  government  can  be 
fostered  and  encouraged.” 

To  these  observations  permit  me  to  add,  with  justifiable  pride,  that  on  Septem¬ 
ber  25,  1954,  the  Committee  on  Local  Governments,  of  which  I  had  the  honor  to 
be  chairman,  became  the  first  to  advocate  a  permanent,  or  continuing,  Com¬ 
mission  such  as  is  now  sought  to  be  established  by  the  pending  legislation.  In 
our  report  to  the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  we  said : 

“Since  no  final  solution,  good  for  all  times,  can  be  found  to  all  the  issues  in¬ 
volved  in  the  relations  between  governments,  this  committee  favors  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  continuing  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  with 
duties  generally  comparable  to  those  set  forth  in  Public  Law  109.  Periodic  or 
continuous  studies  are  needed  to  search  out  and  compromise  the  points  of  conflict 
between  the  National  Government  on  the  one  hand,  the  State  and  their  local 
governments  on  the  other.” 

Thus  we  find  that,  after  exhaustive  study  and  mature  deliberation,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  official  groups  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion  in  favor  of  a  continuing 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations:  First,  the  Advisory  Committee 
on  Local  Governments  in  1954 ;  second,  the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Re¬ 
lations  in  1955 ;  and,  third,  your  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee  in 
1958. 

Then  it  is  proper  to  observe  that  there  has  been  wide  public  acceptance  of 
these  views.  Chairman  Fountain  has  observed  that : 

“The  philosophy  and  principles  of  federalism  reported  by  the  Kestnbaum 
Commission  were  found  by  our  subcommittee  to  be  generally  valid  and  widely 
accepted.” 

And  Mrs.  Dwyer  went  further  to  say  that:  “I  should  add  that  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  found  wide  support  for  some  such  form  of  continuing  examination  of 
the  Federal  system.” 

In  my  opinion  there  is  no  validity  to  the  arguments  that  “this  is  just  another 
commission”  and  “it  has  no  power  and  can  do  nothing.”  The  wisest  thing  about 
our  Federal  system  is  that  each  level  of  government,  is  within  limitations,  auto¬ 
nomous  within  its  own  sphere.  It  is,  therefore,  within  the  nature  of  our  system 
that  no  one  level  can  completely  dominate  the  other  two  levels.  This  legal 
situation  makes  an  Advisory  Commission  the  only  method  by  which  we  can 
tackle  and  ultimately  solve  the  accumulated  and  constantly  increasing  problems 
of  our  three-level  system. 

And  I  might  add  here  that,  whilst  the  controversy  between  the  advocates  of 
States  rights  and  those  who  lean  toward  national  control  is  very  real  and  highly 
publicized,  there  is  another  controversy  that  is  just  as  determined.  I  refer  to 
the  battle  that  is  now  raging  between  the  advocates  of  State  control  and  those 
who  sponsor  wider  lattitude  for  municipal  and  county  governments.  This  latter 
controversy  is,  in  many  respects,  more  difficult  than  the  former  because  local 
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governments  are  creatures  of  the  State ;  while  the  States  are  not  the  creatures 
of  the  National  Government.  It  is  much  more  important,  therefore,  that  there 
should  be  brought  about  some  forum  for  the  discussion  of  State-local  problems 
than  for  the  discussion  of  National-State  problems. 

The  proposed  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  would 
do  both. 

That  there  is  a  trend  toward  big  government  and  away  from  the  independence 
and  autonomy  of  State  and  local  governments  is  illustrated  by  the  growth  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid.  From  1900  to  1950  the  increase  was  from  $3  million 
to  $3  billion.  Even  more  significant  is  the  fact  that  Federal  grants  have  in¬ 
creased,  since  the  report  of  the  Kestnbaum  Commission,  to  a  total  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $7  billion  annually. 

Then  when  we  realize,  while  local  taxes  amounted  to  53  percent  of  the  total 
of  all  taxes  in  1932,  and  that  local  taxes  at  the  present  time  amount  to  some¬ 
where  between  10  and  12  percent  of  the  total  of  all  taxes,  it  is  not  difficult  to 
see  the  trend  away  from  the  grass  roots  and  toward  the  State  and  National 
capitals. 

It  is  probably  true  that  there  is  some  justification  for  increased  reliance  upon 
the  superior  tax  abilities  of  the  State  and  National  Governments,  and  the  sub¬ 
sequent  distribution  to  the  lower  units  in  the  form  of  grants.  But  the  movement 
is  proceeding  at  such  a  rapid  and  precipitate  speed  as  to  be  alarming.  The 
United  Kingdom  has  recently  recognized  that  this  probably  means  the  destruc¬ 
tion  of  the  strength  and  influence  of  the  local  level  of  government,  if  continued. 
As  a  consequence  the  present  British  Government  has  gone  far,  in  recent  legis¬ 
lation,  toward  combining  all  assistance  to  local  governments  in  one  grant. 

The  least  we  here  in  this  country  can  do,  in  my  humble  opinion,  is  to  stop 
and  take  stock.  And  that,  precisely,  is  what  the  proposed  legislation  would  do. 
As  Chairman  Fountain  so  aptly  puts  it,  the  Advisory  Commission  provided  by 
the  proposed  legislation  “would  not  *  *  *  be  a  panacea  for  eliminating  all  of 
the  sore  spots  that  arise  out  of  the  division  of  powers  in  our  Federal  system. 
It  would,  however,  be  a  modest  but  constructive  step  in  the  right  direction.” 

For  these  reasons  and  many  others  which  a  statement  of  this  kind  could  not 
possibly  embrace,  I  wholeheartedly  endorse  the  legislation  now  pending  before 
the  Congress. 

I  do  this  with  one  reservation.  I  hope  that  greater  weight  can  be  given  the 
county  governments  on  the  proposed  Commission.  County  governments  in 
America  are,  in  the  main,  archaic.  They  still  operate  with  a  system  that  was 
born  of  the  “horse  and  buggy  days.”  Only  a  very  small  percentage  of  our  coun¬ 
ties  have  an  executive  officer.  Government,  on  all  levels,  needs  overhauling  in 
this  country,  but  the  crying  need  is  on  the  county  level. 

Yet  the  proposals  give  the  counties  only  1  representative  out  of  24  on  the 
Advisory  Commission.  Four  are  given  to  the  municipalities.  Four  are  given 
to  the  States.  On  this  basis  I  would  say  that  four  should  be  allotted  to  the 
counties,  and  that,  under  no  theory  should  less  than  two  members  be  allotted  to 
county  governments.  I  hope  this  change  will  be  made. 

I  thank  the  committee  for  this  opportunity  to  make  known  my  view  of  this 
important  subject. 

July  6, 1959. 


City  of  Alameda,  Calif., 

Office  of  the  Mayok. 

May  13,  1959. 


Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

Chairman,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee, 

House  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Fountain  :  May  I  extend  my  commendation  on  your  intro¬ 
duction  of  H.R.  6904,  in  which  I  heartily  concur.  A  permanent  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  is  essential  for  solving  mutual  problems 
in  all  levels  of  government  and  I  sincerely  hope  your  proposal  is  enacted  into  law. 

I  am  taking  the  liberty  of  forwarding  copies  of  this  letter  to  Congressman 
George  P.  Miller  and  Senators  Thomas  H.  Kuehel  and  Clair  Engle  with  the 
request  that  they  give  favorable  consideration  to  your  legislation. 


Sincerely  yours, 


William  M.  McCall, 
Mayor  of  the  City  of  Alameda. 
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Statement  op  J.  C.  Eagles,  Jr.,  Legislative  Counsel  to  the  Governor  of 

North  Carolina 

I  am  familiar  with  the  reasons  for  which  H.R.  6904  was  introduced.  From 
my  experience  as  a  legislator,  it  is  clear  to  me  that  there  exists  a  great  need  for 
an  advisory  group  on  intergovernmental  relations.  With  increasing  frequency, 
programs  affecting  State  governmental  agencies  are  being  activated  and  ex¬ 
panded.  From  a  budgetary  standpoint  and  from  a  policy  standpoint  and 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  practical  good  these  programs  can  do,  it  is  most  im¬ 
portant  that  they  be  evaluated  and  reevaluated  from  time  to  time.  A  com¬ 
mission  such  as  the  one  proposed  in  H.R.  6904  can  be  most  effective  in  this 
respect.  I  endorse  the  resolution  wholeheartedly. 

June  9,  1959. 


State  of  New  York, 

Joint  Legislative  Committee  on  Interstate  Cooperation, 

New  York,  N.Y.,  June  12, 1959. 

Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

Chairman,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations,  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Fountain  :  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  letter  of  June 
4  in  which  you  invite  testimony  at  the  hearings  June  16-19  on  the  bills  to  estab¬ 
lish  an  advisory  commission  on  intergovernmental  relations. 

Unfortunately  I  will  be  unable  to  testify  on  those  dates  and  in  accordance 
with  your  request  I  am  enclosing  a  written  statement  with  respect  to  the  bills. 

I  am  sure  you  will  understand  that  I  would  be  delighted  to  appear  before 
your  group,  but  that  the  shortness  of  notice  leaves  me  with  no  alternative  but 
to  resort  to  a  written  statement  in  view  of  other  appointments  and  commit¬ 
ments  in  connection  with  the  work  of  this  committee. 

Permit  me  to  add  that  we  in  this  committee  so  long  concerned  with  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  intergovernmental  relations  welcome  the  work  of  your  subcommittee 
as  part  of  a  common  effort  toward  a  more  effective  union.  I  wish  to  extend 
my  congratulations  to  you  and  the  members  of  your  committee. 

Sincerely, 

Elisha  T.  Barrett,  Chairman. 


Statement  of  TIon.  Elisha  T.  Barrett,  Chairman,  Joint  Legislative  Committee 
on  Interstate  Cooperation,  State  of  New  York 

The  New  York  Joint  Legislative  Committee  on  Interstate  Cooperation  has, 
I  believe,  been  engaged  in  the  work  of  intergovernmental  relations  longer  than 
any  legislative  group  in  the  country.  We  were  created  in  1935  by  the  Legislature 
of  New  York  as  the  agency  of  this  State  in  that  common  movement  which  has 
been  associated  with  the  Council  of  State  Governments.  In  consequence  the 
committee  has  had  a  long  experience  with  interstate  and  Federal-State  rela¬ 
tions.  We  applaud  the  efforts  to  implement  intergovernmental  relations  as 
represented  in  recent  years  by  the  creation  of  an  office  of  Assistant  to  the 
President,  the  Joint  Federal-State  Action  Committee,  the  Kestnbaum  Commis¬ 
sion  and  your  own  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  We  sympa¬ 
thize  with  your  proposal  to  strengthen  this  effort  by  another  broad  study  of 
intergovernmental  relations.  However,  we  feel  that  a  great  deal  of  consideration 
should  be  given  to  the  creation  of  any  new  mechanism  and  we  are  not  certain 
that  the  mechanism  which  is  proposed  in  the  current  bills  is  the  answer.  We 
feel  that  further  study  should  be  given  to  the  matter  and  in  that  study  the 
States,  possibly  through  the  Council  of  State  Governments,  should  play  a  part 
in  the  formulation  of  the  proposed  legislation. 

You  will  remember  that  in  our  statements  before  your  committee  on  previous 
occasions  we  have  emphasized  the  need  for  some  congressional  channel  through 
which  the  States  could  go  when  they  ran  into  difficulties  at  Washington  in 
connection  with  consent  to  compacts  and  other  matters.  The  statement  of 
Professor  Zimmermann  on  my  behalf  and  the  memorandum  for  your  committee 
prepared  by  Professors  Zimmermann  and  Wendell  of  the  staff  of  this  committee 
point  out  the  difficulties  we  have  encountered  and  some  of  the  mitigating  pro¬ 
cedures  we  suggest.  Frankly,  we  would  be  greatly  encouraged  if  we  could  come 
to  your  committee  when  we  run  into  trouble,  just  as  we  now  can  resort  on  the 
executive  level  to  the  Assistant  to  the  President.  We  recognize  that  neither 
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of  these  procedures  is  ever  going  to  be  perfect.  They  are,  quite  frankly,  make¬ 
shifts,  but  certainly  even  as  makeshifts  they  are  something  which  we  have  lacked 
in  the  past.  We  need  a  channel  to  Congress  similar  to  the  channel  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  even  if  these  channels  are  far  from  a  sufficient  answer. 

We  x-ecognize  the  need  for  a  broad  and  continuing  study  of  intergovernmental 
relations  such  as  you  suggest,  but  we  would  like  a  mechanism  in  which  State 
participation  could  be  more  effective  and  through  which  recommendations  as  to 
Federal  legislation  could  be  made.  In  other  words,  we  would  like  to  make  the 
role  of  the  agency  much  more  concrete  so  that  it  could  recommend  as  well  as 
study.  We  certainly  agree  that  Congress  must  be  more  conscious  of  its  role 
as  the  principal  guardian  of  the  Federal  system  and  that  there  must  be  a  body 
which  will  advise  Congress  of  the  effect  of  some  of  its  legislative  proposals  upon 
the  Federal  system  and  State  administration  and  which  should  try  and  provide 
certain  guiding  standards  for  Federal  legislation.  Possibly  this  role  would 
be  better  performed  by  your  committee  than  by  the  proposed  Commission.  In 
any  event,  it  would,  of  course,  have  to  be  buttressed  by  constant  investigation 
and  study. 

Certainly  we  agree  that  local  governments  should  be  represented  in  the  makeup 
of  any  such  intergovernmental  agency.  However,  we  are  not  certain  about  the 
desirability  of  your  present  pattern  of  representation.  Many  issues  of  Federal- 
State  relations  do  not  concern  local  governments,  but  deal  completely  with  State 
power  and  State  administration.  We  recognize  that  local  advice  on  these  mat¬ 
ters  may  be  very  helpful,  but  we  are  not  sure  as  to  what  weight  should  be 
accorded  their  vote  on  some  of  these  issues. 

We  respectfully  suggest  that  your  committee  give  further  consideration  to 
this  proposed  Commission  and  that  a  group  representative  of  the  States  selected 
by  the  Council  of  State  Governments  be  invited  to  sit  down  with  your  committee 
in  the  possible  formulation  of  legislation  which  will  more  effectively  achieve  the 
generally  desirable  purposes  which  you  seek.  As  you  know,  this  is  in  accordance 
with  one  of  the  points  which  this  committee  has  made  on  a  number  of  occasions, 
namely,  that  in  Federal  legislation  affecting  the  States  resort  be  had  to  joint 
Federal-State  drafting  at  an  early  stage  in  the  proceedings.  It  is  too  difficult 
for  us  to  comment  on  a  bill  which  has  already  been  formulated  completely  on 
the  Federal  level,  even  though  we  recognize  the  States  are  being  asked  to  testify. 
We  feel  that  if  the  Joint  Action  Federal-State  Committee  or  a  committee  of  the 
Council  of  State  Governments  could  consider  this  matter  from  the  State  point 
of  view  and  then  sit  down  with  your  committee,  you  would  have  a  much  more 
organized  and  satisfactory  procedure. 


State  of  New  York 

Joint  Legislative  Committee  on  Interstate  Cooperation, 

New  York,  N.Y.,  July  2,  1959. 

Hon.  L.H.  Fountain, 

Chairman,  Intergovernmental  Relations  S  ul)  commit  tee  of  the  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations,  House  Office  Building,  Room  101,  George  Washington 
Inn,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Fountain  :  Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  June  24.  Again 
permit  me  to  express,  on  behalf  of  this  committee,  our  appreciation  of  your 
correspondence  on  this  and  other  occasions. 

We  appreciate  the  efforts  of  your  committee  and  the  sincerity  of  the  sponsors 
of  the  legislation  to  create  a  Commission  To  Study  Intergovernmental  Relations. 
We  recognize  and  have  recognized  on  a  number  of  occasions  the  need  for  con¬ 
tinued  efforts  in  the  improvement  of  intergovernmental  relations.  Nevertheless, 
while  we  do  not  criticize  your  committee’s  efforts,  we  look  somewhat  doubtfully 
at  the  way  the  present  project  is  being  handled.  I  hope  that  you  will  forgive 
our  being  frank  without  meaning  to  be  critical.  As  you  know,  we  are  probably 
the  oldest  legislative  agency  in  the  country  dealing  specifically  with  Federal- 
State  and  interstate  relations.  Some  of  our  membership  and  our  staff  has  had 
a  quarter  of  a  century’s  experience  in  this  field. 

Our  past  statements  to  your  committee  indicate  why  we  do  not  think  the 
procedure  your  committee  is  now  following  is  a  desirable  one  in  Federal-State 
relations.  Your  original  letter  to  us  was  dated  June  4  and  gave  us  a  fortnight 
to  comment  for  your  hearings.  Your  latest  letter,  dated  June  24,  gave  us  an¬ 
other  fortnight  to  make  specific  suggestions.  In  past  times  before  your  commit¬ 
tee  we  have  stressed,  among  other  things,  two  very  basic  improvements  in 
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procedure.  First,  that  legislation  affecting  Federal-State  relations  be  jointly 
drafted  in  consultation  with  the  States.  Second,  that  in  consideration  of  Fed¬ 
eral-State  matters,  the  States  be  given  an  opportunity  to  consult  with  each  other. 
The  legislation  which  your  committee  proposes  is  very  important.  Certainly  the 
States  should  be  given  an  opportunity  to  join  in  the  drafting,  to  consult  with  one 
another  through  their  joint  machinery  and  to  present  some  common  statement 
in  an  effective  fashion.  I  think,  in  all  fairness,  you  will  recognize  that  this 
committee  is  under  a  distinct  disadvantage  in  trying  to  be  constructive  about 
this  proposed  legislation  in  view  of  the  lack  of  time  for  any  joint  State  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  matter. 

Moreover,  the  bill  itself  reflects  occasions  of  some  of  the  same  objections. 
It  does  not  really  provide  for  effective  State  representation  nor  has  there  been 
any  really  significant  action  to  establish  a  joint  Federal-State  study  commis¬ 
sion.  An  apportunity  to  begin  an  effective  exploration  in  improvement  of  Fed¬ 
eral-State  relations  by  establishing  a  really  joint  Federal-State  agency  is  lost. 

The  methods  which  various  arms  of  the  Federal  Government  employ  to  secure 
the  view  of  the  States  or  representation  of  them  are  not  well  suited  to  their 
announced  objective.  Advisory  committees  and  agency  members  chosen  by 
the  President  or  some  other  Federal  official  undoubtedly  have  their  uses,  but  they 
cannot  supply  a  reliable  voice  for  the  States  as  a  whole.  Nor  does  the  polling 
of  Governors  or  any  other  type  of  State  official  (either  on  a  broadside  or  selective 
basis)  present  much  likelihood  of  truly  reflecting  the  actual  sentiments  of  the 
States. 

Selection  by  the  Federal  Government  (with  or  without  prior  State  nomination) 
of  persons  who  are  to  serve  on  federally  created  bodies  as  State  representatives 
seems  to  be  enjoying  something  of  a  vogue.  To  contend  that  they  are  really 
State  representatives  is  much  like  contending  that  the  President  or  some  other 
Federal  body  could  pick  one  person  from  each  congressional  district  and  two 
other  persons  from  each  State  and  thereby  produce  a  representative  Congress 
Of  the  United  States.  The  Congress  is  a  representative  body  because  it  is 
chosen  directly  by  those  whom  it  represents  and  is  responsible  to  them  for 
continuance  in  office.  This  obvious  truth  is  equally  applicable  to  the  choice  of 
persons  who  are  to  be  State  representatives  in  any  more  than  surface  ap¬ 
pearance.  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  federally  selected  persons  may  be 
competent  or  that  the  selector  may  find  it  helpful  to  have  their  views.  But 
a  representative  is  a  person  chosen  by  the  group  being  represented  to  speak  for 
it  and  not  someone  chosen  by  another  agency,  however  skillful,  well  intentioned 
or  well  informed. 

Similarly,  the  polling  of  individual  Governors  or  other  State  officials  is  not  a 
reliable  way  of  obtaining  State  views.  In  the  first  place,  the  letters  containing 
questions  on  a  particular  topic  in  which  Congress  or  a  Federal  agency  may  have 
become  much  interested  arrive  on  the  State  official’s  desk  without  notice  and  out 
of  context.  They  invite  ex  parte  answers  which,  in  the  very  nature  of  the 
situation,  are  bound  to  be  somewhat  superficial. 

But  even  aside  from  this  limitation  is  a  consideration  that  no  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress  should  find  strange.  Suppose  that  in  the  fall  of  the  year  when  Congress 
is  not  in  session,  a  Federal  official  were  to  send  a  letter  to  each  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress  asking  for  an  opinion  on  a  subject  not  hitherto  extensively  considered  by 
that  body  when  assembled  in  Washington.  It  would  be  ridiculous  to  contend 
that  a  statistical  tabulation  of  the  individual  responses,  or  any  other  analysis 
of  them  that  might  be  made,  could  be  taken  to  represent  the  views  of  Congress. 
Arriving  at  a  concensus  or  a  majority  view  in  the  forum  of  the  Capitol  adds 
a  new  dimension  to  the  proceeding  which  alters  the  restilt  both  !n  degree  and  in 
kind.  The  same  thing  is  true  of  State  views  and  of  the  processes  by  which 
they  are  arrived  at. 

The  seriatim  solicitation  of  State  opinion  and  the  external  selection  of  State 
representatives  is  the  more  perplexing  and  disturbing  when  it  is  recognized 
that  the  States  have  purposely  created  and  maintain  an  official  joint  agency 
with  responsibilities  in  intergovernmental  relations.  This  agency  is  the  Council 
of  State  Governments  which  serves  as  secretariat  to  the  National  Governors’ 
Conference,  the  National  Association  of  Attorneys’  General,  the  National  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Budget  Officers,  the  National  Legislative  Conference  and  a  variety 
of  other  key  policymaking  categories  of  State  officials.  Since  a  forum  for 
gathering  State  opinion  and  supplying  staff  assistance  in  its  evolution  exists, 
it  should  be  used — not  circumvented  or  displaced. 

We  are  far  from  convinced  that  the  Commission  proposed  by  legislation  now 
before  your  committee  should  be  established  without  further  serious  thought 
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to  its  purposes  and  manner  of  organization.  But,  whenever  it  may  be  established 
genuine  State  representation  should  be  provided.  This  means  that  the  legisla¬ 
tion  must  contain  specific  provision  for  designation  of  such  representation  by 
the  States;  not  by  the  President  or  some  other  Federal  agency,  and  not  by  the 
Federal  Government  on  the  mere  nomination  of  the  States  or  of  individual 
States.  We  strongly  suggest  that  the  Council  of  State  Governments  is  the  ap¬ 
propriate  instrumentality  for  the  securing  of  such  representation  and  that  this 
fact  should  be  specifically  written  into  the  bill. 

Frankly,  there  is  no  reason,  constitutionally  or  otherwise,  why  the  Federal 
Government  could  not  establish  a  commission  or  join  with  the  States  in  estab¬ 
lishing  a  commission  to  which  the  States  would  send  representatives  of  their 
own  choosing.  If  we  are  to  make  any  progress  in  Federal-State  relations,  we 
must  be  willing  to  go  past  some  of  the  ancient  fetishes,  those  at  the  Federal  level 
as  well  as  those  at  the  State. 

If,  however,  Washington  persists  in  establishing  this  Commission  in  its  present 
form,  at  least  some  effort  should  be  made  to  bring  the  States  more  clearly  into 
the  picture  by  providing  or  agreeing  that  some  of  the  private  citizens  appointed 
by  the  President  shall  be  from  the  State  side  of  the  picture,  as  recommended  by 
the  Council  of  State  Governments.  Particularly  it  should  be  understood  or 
provided  that  some  of  the  staffing  should  include  people  recommended  by  the 
Council  of  State  Governments  so  that  the  State  side  may  have  a  voice  in  the 
consideration  and  formulation  of  the  matters  laid  before  the  Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Elisha  T.  Barrett, 

Chairman. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Vernon  A.  Cheever,  Republican  Caucus  Chairman, 

Colorado  State  Senate 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Relations,  inas¬ 
much  as  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  be  in  Washington,  D.C.,  at  this  time,  I  should 
like  to  submit  this  brief  statement  in  support  of  H.R.  6904  and  H.R.  6905. 

I  have  always  believed  we  should  preserve  the  rights  of  the  States  and  also 
feel  the  best  government  is  the  least  government  .  I  feel  that  a  commission  set 
up  for  purposes  outlined  in  H.R.  6904  and  H.R.  6905  is  not  only  desirable,  but 
necessary,  if  we  are  to  maintain  the  balance  between  Federal,  State,  and  local 
government.  Naturally  these  balances  change  as  time  moves  on.  Therefore,  we 
need  this  Commission  to  keep  abreast  of  the  changes  and  as  problems  arise,  to 
make  recommendations  to  the  different  levels  of  government  in  the  areas  studied. 
As  has  been  pointed  out  many  times  there  are  some  areas  of  government  which 
are  wholly  the  problem  of  one  level  of  government,  some  areas  parallel  in  one 
or  more  levels  in  operation,  while  others  are  solved  by  cooperative  action. 

Originally  our  Federal  Government  was  based  on  a  strong  State  and  local 
government;  but  as  time  passed  the  Federal  Government  took  over  more  and 
more  the  duties  of  the  States. 

Many  problems  have  come  up  during  the  years  of  our  growth.  Not  the  least 
of  these  is  our  regulations  of  industry.  Our  rapidly  expanding  population  in 
both  urban  and  rural  areas  present  their  special  problems  also.  Other  problems 
in  many  fields  have  arisen ;  all  these  have  brought  about  certain  regulations  in 
the  different  levels  of  government.  In  which  level  the  responsibility  lies  has  been 
a  subject  of  much  controversy  in  the  various  levels  of  government. 

In  the  past  studies  have  been  made  to  determine  in  what  fields  each  level  should 
operate,  whether  exclusively,  in  parallel,  or  cooperatively.  To  take  advantage  of 
these  studies,  and  the  studies  the  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
have  recently  made,  it  is  necessary  that  a  commission  be  created  by  law  which 
can  carry  out  the  purposes  proposed,  in  H.R.  6904. 

June  14, 1959. 


Statement  of  Brevard  Crihfield,  Executive  Director,  the  Council  of  State 

Governments 

The  Council  of  State  Governments  is  a  joint  instrumentality  of  all  the  States. 
Among  its  purposes  are  the  following:  (1)  To  improve  the  administration  of 
State  government;  (2)  to  foster  interstate  cooperation;  and  (3)  to  facilitate 
State-Federal  relations.  The  present  statement  deals  with  the  third  enumerated 
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purpose  in  its  broad  sense  of  intergovernmental  relationships.  Your  committees 
have  under  consideration  at  this  time  at  least  three  bills  in  this  area  :  H.R.  6904, 
H.R.  6905,  and  S.  2026 ;  identical  measures  to  establish  an  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  Moreover,  there  are  quite  a  few  other 
proposals  in  bill  form  or  at  the  discussion  stage,  which  would  establish  a 
department  of  urban  affairs,  or  a  continuing  commission  on  metropolitan  regions, 
or  a  special  commission  to  study  metropolitan  problems,  or  an  intergovern¬ 
mental  reference  library  and  research  unit.  In  my  opinion,  most  of  these  pro¬ 
posals  tend  to  be  mutually  exclusive  insofar  as  wisdom  of  enactment  is  con¬ 
cerned.  There  would  be  little  point  and  scant  contribution  to  the  public  good 
in  moving  forward  along  all  these  lines  at  the  same  time. 

For  approximately  4  years  Representative  Fountain’s  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  Subcommittee  has  been  doing  a  magnificent  job  of  reviewing  and  analyzing 
important  issues  of  a  most  difficult  yet  fascinating  subject — the  complex  maze 
of  intergovernmental  relationships  in  the  United  States.  It  is  my  sincere  hope 
that  this  essential  work  will  continue  to  be  carried  on  by  the  subcommittee. 
In  addition,  I  should  like  to  suggest  a  logical  next  step  for  consideration  by  the 
Congress,  namely,  the  creation  of  a  special  joint  committee  unit  to  deal  with 
problems  of  intergovernmental  relations.  My  thought  would  be  that  such  a 
special  committee  should  be  operated  under  the  aegis  of  the  respective  Senate 
and  House  Committees  on  Government  Operations ;  that  the  joint  unit  would 
be  empowered  to  study  intergovernmental  relations  in  a  broad  context,  with 
particular  emphasis  on  emerging  problems  which  are  likely  to  cut  across  layers 
of  government;  that  the  joint  group  would  be  of  assistance  to  standing  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Congress  on  a  formal  or  informal  basis ;  that  there  should  be  a 
competent  professional  staff  of  adequate  size  to  carry  on  necessary  studies, 
investigations,  and  research ;  and  that  there  would  be  continuing  liaison  with 
such  groups  as  the  American  Municipal  Association,  the  United  States  Confer¬ 
ence  of  Mayors,  the  National  Association  of  County  Officials,  and  the  Council 
of  State  Governments  and  its  afllliates. 

In  my  opinion,  there  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  desirability  of  continuing 
congressional  scrutiny  of  intergovernmental  relations  and  the  problems  arising 
therefrom.  Various  methods  can  be  and  have  been  developed  by  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Federal  Establishment  for  furthering  cooperation  with  States 
and  their  political  subdivisions.  This,  too,  is  important.  But  the  legislative 
branch  in  the  final  analysis  sets  the  general  rules  for,  and  fixes  the  “tone”  of, 
our  Federal  form  of  government.  In  short,  the  Congress  has  need  for  its  own 
continuously  available  device  to  keep  in  touch  with  the  delicately  balanced 
intergovernmental  structure  which  constitutes  the  American  Federal  system. 

With  regard  to  the  specific  House  and  Senate  bills  which  are  the  object  of 
your  immediate  consideration — H.R.  6904,  H.R.  6905,  and  S.  2026 — it  would  be 
presumptuous  of  me  to  make  personal  comment  at  this  time.  My  official  capaci¬ 
ties  include  that  of  being  secretary  of  the  Governors’  Conference.  As  you  know, 
Gov.  LeRoy  Collins,  of  Florida,  is  chairman  of  the  Governors’  Conference,1  and 
earlier  this  year  he  designated  Gov.  Robert  Smylie,  of  Idaho,  to  serve  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Governors’  Conference  Special  Committee  on  Federal-State  Rela¬ 
tions.  That  committee  has  given  preliminary  consideration  to  the  measures 
cited  above  as  well  as  to  the  numerous  other  pending  bills  or  proposals  of  a 
related  nature  which  I  mentioned  earlier.  For  me  to  prejudge  or  anticipate 
the  findings  and  conclusions  of  Governor  Smylie’s  committee  would  not  be 
feasible,  nor  would  it  be  in  good  taste.  I  believe  that  Governor  Collins  and 
Governor  Smylie  have  communicated  with  Representative  Fountain  and  Sen¬ 
ator  Muskie,  describing  the  current  situation.  I  feel  sure  that  subsequent  com¬ 
munications  will  clarify  the  position  of  the  duly  established  committee  of 
Governors  which  can  speak  with  authority  on  behalf  of  the  Governors’  Con¬ 
ference  and  the  Council  of  State  Governments. 

June  15, 1959. 


1  Governor  Collins  is  also  president  of  the  Council  of  State  Governments. 
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Lafayette,  Calif.,  June  18,  1959. 


Congressman  L,  H.  Fountain, 

Chairman,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Fountain  :  I  have  been  away  from  my  office  and  did  not 


have  an  opportunity  to  read  your  letter  and  review  H.R.  6904  until  today. 

I  thoroughly  agree  with  your  views,  and  would  be  pleased  to  assist  in  any  way 
that  I  can. 

I  should  call  your  attention,  however,  to  the  fact  that  after  serving  10  years 
in  State  government,  it  appeared  logical  for  business  and  personal  reasons  not 
to  file  for  reelection.  Hence,  since  January  of  this  year,  I  have  rejoined  the  ranks 
of  the  private  citizen. 

Cordially  yours, 

L.  H.  Lincoln. 


[Telegram] 


Sacramento,  Calif.,  June  16, 1959. 

James  R.  Naughton, 

Counsel,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Permanent  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  should  be 
established.  Present  composition  of  proposed  Commission  of  24  members  with 
only  1  county  official  is  shocking  under  representation  of  basic  level  of  local 
government.  Counties  merit  at  least  equal  representation  with  cities  and  States. 
California  counties  now  have  85,000  employees,  operate  70,000  miles  of  highways, 
and  spend  $1,200  million  annually.  Token  representation  of  one  county  official 
on  any  commission  is  strikingly  unrealistic.  California’s  58  counties  respect¬ 
fully  plead  for  equitable  representation  for  county  government  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  Commission. 

Wm.  R.  MacDougall, 

General  Counsel  and  Manager,  County  Supervisors  Association  of  Califor¬ 
nia,  Sacramento,  Calif. 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  27, 1959. 


Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee, 
House  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 
Room  101,  George  Washington  Inn, 

Washington,  D.C. 


Gentlemen  :  I  am  in  receipt  of  a  resolution  of  the  Supervisors  Intercounty 
Committee,  composed  of  the  supervisors  of  the  six  counties  in  and  around  the 
metropolitan  Detroit  area,  regarding  the  composition  of  the  proposed  Permanent 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  I  am  enclosing  a  copy  of  their 
communication  to  me. 

It  seems  to  me  that  county  officials  would  be  underrepresented  if  there  is 
only  one  county  representative  and  I  would  appreciate  any  consideration  you 
can  give  to  my  friends’  request. 

Very  truly  yours, 

James  G.  O’Hara. 


Supervisors  Intercounty  Committee, 

Detroit,  Mich.,  June  25, 1959. 

Hon.  James  G.  O’Hara, 

Representative,  TJ.S.  House  of  Representatives, 

Congress  of  the  United  States,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sir  :  It  has  come  to  the  attention  of  the  Supervisors  Intercounty  Com¬ 
mittee,  a  voluntary  association  of  the  boards  of  supervisors  of  the  counties  of 
Macomb,  Monroe,  Oakland,  St.  Clair,  Washtenaw,  and  Wayne,  that  the  House 
Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee  is  sponsoring  legislation  to  create  a 
Permanent  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  consisting  of  23  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  and  municipal  officials  and  only  1  county  official. 

The  Supervisors  Intercounty  Committee  feels  that  should  this  permanent 
commission  be  created  that  it  should  have  at  least  two  additional  county  repre- 
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sentatives  wlio  have  a  firsthand,  working  knowledge  of  the  problems  of  local 
government. 

We  are  submitting  the  following  resolution  which  was  unanimously  adopted 
by  the  members  of  the  Supervisors  Intercounty  Committee  on  June  18,  1959: 

“Resolution  in  Support  of  a  Permanent  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 

Relations 


“Whereas  experience  has  shown  the  need  for  a  permanent  body  to  constantly 
review  the  increasingly  complex  relationships  between  the  Federal,  State,  and 
local  governments ;  and 

“Whereas  the  House  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee  is  sponsoring 
legislation  to  create  said  Commission,  to  be  made  up  of  23  Federal,  State,  and 
municipal  officials  and  only  1  county  official :  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

“ Resolved ,  That  the  Supervisors  Intercounty  Committee  supports  the  creation 
of  the  Commission  but  urges  that  its  membership  be  increased  to  25  and  that 
counties  be  allowed  at  least  2  additional  representatives  to  be  appointed  by  the 
President  from  a  list  of  names  submitted  by  the  National  Association  of  County 
Officials ;  and  be  it  further 

“ Resolved ,  That  copies  of  this  resolution  be  presented  to  the  Michigan  con¬ 
gressional  delegation  and  the  National  Association  of  County  Officials.” 

As  executive  secretary  of  the  Supervisors  Intercounty  Committee,  I  wish  to 
acknowledge  and  thank  all  of  our  Congressmen  for  the  cooperation  and  help 
extended  in  seeing  that  the  previous  Supervisors  Intercounty  Committee  resolu¬ 
tion  regarding  the  Clark  bill,  S.  1431,  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  their 
responsible  colleagues  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

The  Supervisors  Intercounty  Committee  endorses  and  supports  H.R.  7282, 
which  is  a  bill  concerning  the  establishment  of  a  commission  on  metropolitan 
problems,  set  up  on  a  temporary  basis. 

Regarding  the  bill  proposing  the  creation  of  a  permanent  commission  on  inter¬ 
governmental  relations,  the  Supervisors  Intercounty  Committee  feels  strongly 
that  the  membership  should  be  increased  to  25  and  that  counties  be  allowed  at 
least  2  additional  representatives  to  be  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  list 
of  names  submitted  by  the  National  Association  of  County  Officials. 

We  respectfully  submit  the  foregoing  resolution  for  your  consideration. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Gerard  H.  Coleman, 

Executive  Secretary,  Supervisors  Intercounty  Committee. 


Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  27, 1959. 

Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

Chairman,  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee,  House  Conunittee  on 
Covemment  Operations,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Fountain  :  The  national  chamber  endorses  the  general  objectives  of 
H.R.  6904,  H.R.  6905,  and  S.  2026,  to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations,  which  Commission  is  intended  to — 

“(1)  Bring  together  representatives  of  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  for  the  consideration  of  common  problems ; 

“(2)  Provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  administration  and  coordination  of 
Federal  grant  and  other  programs  requiring  intergovernmental  cooperation ; 

“(3)  Give  critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and  controls  involved  in  the 
administration  of  Federal  grant  programs ; 

“(4)  Make  available  technical  assistance  to  the  executive  and  legislative 
branches  of  the  Federal  Government  in  the  review  of  proposed  legislation  to 
determine  its  overall  effect  on  the  Federal  system ; 

“(5)  Encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an  early  stage  of  emerging  public 
problems  that  are  likely  to  require  intergovernmental  cooperation;  and 

“(6)  Recommend,  within  the  framework  of  the  Constitution,  the  most  desirable 
allocation  of  governmental  functions  and  responsibilities  among  the  several  levels 
of  government.” 

The  increasing  magnitude  and  complexity  of  intergovernmental  relations 
problems  in  our  Federal  system  make  it  imperative  that  adequate  organizational 
arrangements  be  established  to  give  such  problems  continuing  attention.  The 
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chamber,  however,  does  not  believe  that  the  proposed  role  of  the  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  or  the  specific  organization  and  procedures  contained  in  these  bills  will 
meet  the  stated  objectives  with  maximum  effectiveness. 

The  proposed  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  appears 
to  be  established  in  an  administrative  limbo  without  attachment  to  any  organi¬ 
zational  element  of  the  Federal  Government.  As  such  it  is  not  likely  to  receive 
the  attention  it  merits  from  either  Congress  or  the  executive  branch,  and  it 
would  probably  not  command  the  prestige  and  respect  which  is  required  for 
dealing  with  this  most  important  function.  The  legislation  would  merely  estab¬ 
lish  another  part-time  Advisory  Commission  to  Government  with  a  full-time  staff 
to  which  it  is  doubted  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
could  provide  either  proper  supervision  or  attention.  It  would  be  indeed  unfor¬ 
tunate  for  such  an  effort  as  is  proposed  in  this  legislation  to  suffer  from  such 
organizational  deficiencies,  to  become  lost  in  the  complexity  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  to  be  rendered  ineffective. 

The  national  chamber  believes  certain  changes  are  needed  if  the  stated 
purposes  of  the  proposed  legislation  are  to  be  accomplished.  Therefore,  we 
recommend  that  the  committee  amend  the  proposed  legislation  to  accomplish 
the  following : 

(1)  Establishment  in  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  of  an  Office  of 
Intergovernmental  Relations  which  would  have  a  small,  competent  professional 
staff.  In  order  to  insure  quality  and  provide  staff  continuity,  these  positions 
should  be  subject  to  the  civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
as  are  other  comparable  staff  agencies  in  the  Executive  Office.  The  Chief  of 
this  Office  should  be  considered  on  the  policy  level  and  should  be  appointed  by 
the  President. 

The  principal  difference  between  this  recommendation  and  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  is  that  the  staff  required  to  conduct  the  continuous  studies  and  investi¬ 
gations  would  be  affixed  to  a  top  level  organizational  element  in  the  executive 
branch.  This  recognizes  the  importance  of  the  function  and  removes  the  staff 
from  the  uncertain  status  it  would  have  as  an  independently  operating  group 
supporting  a  part-time  A.dvisory  Commission.  This  recommendation  would  tend 
to  isolate,  to  some  degree,  the  studies  and  investigations  of  intergovernmental 
relations  problems  from  partisan  considerations. 

(2)  In  section  5  of  the  proposed  legislation,  the  duties  of  the  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  should  be  recast.  The  Advisory  Commission’s  responsibilities  generally 
should  include  advice  to  Congress,  to  the  President,  and  to  the  Office  of  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  regarding  intergovernmental  relations  problems.  It 
should  have  the  authority  to  establish  or  approve  the  agenda  of  studies  and 
investigations  to  be  conducted  by  the  Office  of  Intergovernmental  Relations. 
This  would  enable  the  Commission  to  assign  proper  priorities  to  staff  work  on 
specific  studies  or  investigations. 

(3)  Appropriate  legislative  committees — or  a  joint  committee — should  be 
designated  by  Congress  to  receive  the  annual  report  of  the  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  or  such  special  reports  as  the  Commission 
might  submit,  conduct  hearings  on  such  reports,  and  initiate  appropriate  action 
on  the  problems  presented. 

The  composition  of  the  Commission  as  proposed  in  the  bill  and  the  general 
proposals  for  organization  of  the  Commission  contained  in  sections  3  and  4 
appear  to  be  generally  sound.  Similarly,  the  provisions  on  the  compensation 
of  Commission  members  seem  to  be  satisfactory,  but  staff  salaries  other  than 
that  of  the  Director,  should  be  subject  to  existing  civil  service  pay  schedules 
for  comparable  work,  as  recommended  above.  Other  provisions  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  which  are  inconsistent  with  the  intent  or  spirit  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  made  above  should  be  removed  from  any  bill  before  its  approval. 

The  national  chamber  believes  that  with  these  suggested  changes,  H.R.  6904, 
H.R.  6905,  and  S.  2026  can  provide  an  effective  means  for  solving  some  of  the 
major  problems  of  our  Federal  system. 

I  would  appreciate  it  if  you  would  make  this  a  part  of  the  record  of  your 
current  hearings. 

Cordially  yours, 


Clarence  R.  Miles. 
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American  Federation  of  Labor  and  Congress 

of  Industrial  Organizations, 

Washington,  D.C.,  July  7, 1959. 

Hon.  L.  H.  Fountain, 

Chairman,  House  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Operations, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  :  I  wish  to  take  this  opportunity  to  present  the  support  of 
the  AFL-CIO  of  H.R.  6904,  introduced  by  you;  H.R.  6905,  introduced  by  Con¬ 
gresswoman  Florence  P.  Dwyer ;  and  S.  2026,  introduced  by  Senator  Muskie  for 
himself  and  23  of  his  fellow  Senators. 

The  need  for  establishing  a  permanent  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Operations  has  been  adequately  covered  in  the  statements  issued  by  the 
sponsors  of  the  bills  mentioned  above  and  documented  in  the  hearings  held  by 
the  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee  back  in  1957. 

It  was  my  privilege  then  to  present  the  AFL-CIO  position  to  the  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  Subcommittee  which  was  holding  hearings  on  relations  be¬ 
tween  the  Federal  Government  and  the  States,  and  municipalities.  I  said  at 
that  time:  “*  *  *  American  labor  has  long  been  conscious  of  the  necessity  and 
inevitability  of  changing  functions  and  responsibilities  in  the  relationships  be¬ 
tween  the  various  levels  of  government  as  the  Nation  grows.  Our  awareness 
has  emerged  from  our  own  experience  as  we  have  sought  solutions  to  new  and 
pressing  problems,  and  from  the  change  in  the  relationships  of  trade  unions 
themselves  as  they  too  have  responded  to  changing  times. 

“Years  ago,  when  almost  all  business  enterprises  were  small  and  locally  owned 
and  operated,  most  of  the  problems  of  the  worker’s  daily  life  were  resolved  in 
the  community  in  which  he  lived.  Union  interests,  as  a  consequence,  were  es¬ 
sentially  local,  too.  Life  was  less  complex  and  the  role  of  government  was, 
indeed,  small.  Public  services  were  few  in  number  and  those  provided  were  es¬ 
sentially  local.  In  1890,  for  example,  the  total  outlay  of  all  governments — Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  and  local — was  only  $847  million  and  55  percent  of  this  total  was 
spent  by  the  local  governments.  Moreover,  when  public  outlays  for  civilian 
services  are  separately  considered,  the  expenditure  share  of  the  localities  rose 
to  72  percent.  (Source:  ‘The  Growth  of  Public  Expenditures  in  the  United 
States,  1890-1948,’  by  R.  A.  Musgrave  and  J.  M.  Culbertson,  National  Tax 
Journal,  June  1953.) 

“In  the  years  since  then,  the  American  economy  has  been  transformed.  More 
and  more  business  enterprises  have  become  national  in  scope.  Goods,  services, 
and  capital  are  now  marketed  over  the  entire  Nation. 

“The  growth  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  to  the  States  and  local  governments — 
and  likewise  the  concurrent  growth  of  State  grants  to  their  own  localities — also 
reflect  new  governmental  responsibilities  that  changing  times  and  needs  have 
brought  about. 

“The  important  principles  which  underlie  intergovernmental  grants-in-aid 
justify  more  than  mere  discussion  of  the  alleged  ‘freight  charges’  involved  in 
transferring  revenue  from  one  unit  of  government  to  another. 

“In  the  first  place,  grants-in-aid — through  the  use  of  matching  principle — 
encourage  the  recipient  States  and  localities  to  undertake,  and  to  give  financial 
support  to  new  forms  of  public  service  which  are  deemed  vital  to  the  broader 
interest. 

“In  addition,  grants-in-aid  enable  poorer  governmental  units  to  raise  their 
minimum  standards  of  public  service  to  a  level  which  would  not  be  achieved 
without  them. 

“The  AFL-CIO  regards  intergovernmental  grants-in-aid  to  be  essential  in  a 
humane  and  increasingly  interdependent  nation.  Surely,  all  children,  regard¬ 
less  of  the  accident  of  their  place  of  birth,  deserve  an  opportunity  to  get  an  ade¬ 
quate  education.  Surely,  the  indigent  in  this  land  of  unequaled  wealth  are 
entitled  to  a  minimum  standard  of  subsistence.  Surely,  all  of  us  have  a  stake 
in  safeguarding  the  public  health.  Surely,  the  provision  of  adequate  highways 
and  hospitals  in  all  parts  of  the  country  are  essential  to  national  security  as 
well  as  to  the  welfare  of  the  local  citizenry.” 

The  AFL-CIO  agrees  wholeheartedly  with  the  statement  of  the  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  that  the  role  of  the  Federal  Government  must  be 
constantly  reappraised.  Practices  of  all  governments — like  those  of  all  other 
human  institutions — can  quickly  become  outdated  and  inefficient.  At  all  levels, 
government  must  learn  to  readjust  to  changing  needs  and  times  and  the  process 
of  reappraisal,  indeed,  must  be  a  continuing  one.  The  establishment  of  a  per- 
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inanent  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  would  constantly 
make  this  reappraisal  and  could  make  effective  recommendations. 

Hoping  you  will  make  this  letter  a  part  of  the  official  proceedings  of  the 
hearings,  I  am, 

Sincerely  yours, 

Andrew  J.  Biemiller, 
Director,  Department  of  Legislation. 


Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  8,  1959. 

Hon.  William  L.  Dawson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  House  of  Representatives, 
1501  New  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  our 
views  on  H.R.  6904  and  H.R.  6905,  identical  bills  “to  establish  an  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.” 

Since  the  President’s  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  was  estab¬ 
lished  and  following  its  report  in  1955,  the  executive  branch  has  been  engaged 
in  enlarged  efforts  to  improve  the  relations  between  levels  of  government 
throughout  the  United  States.  One  of  the  most  important  recommendations 
made  by  that  Commission  was  for  the  creation  within  the  Executive  Office  of 
the  President  of  a  permanent  center  for  overall  attention  to  the  problems  of 
interlevel  relations.  That  proposal  was  accepted  and  in  June  1956  the  President 
created  the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Assistant  to  the  President  for  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  with  a  small  staff  supplemented  by  the  assistance  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget.  That  Office  has  handled  a  number  of  matters  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  involving  State  and  local  problems  and  has  served  as  a  liaison  between 
the  Federal  Government  and  organizations  of  public  officials  representing  State, 
county,  and  local  governments. 

In  June  1957,  in  an  address  before  the  Governors’  Conference  at  Williams¬ 
burg,  the  President  proposed  and  the  Governors  concurred  in  the  establishment 
of  a  Joint  Federal-State  Action  Committee  with  the  threefold  purpose  of  de¬ 
termining:  ( a )  which  grant  programs  could  be  transferred  to  the  control  of 
States,  (6)  which  Federal  revenue  sources  could  be  simultaneously  transferred 
to  the  States  for  the  continued  support  of  programs  so  transferred,  and  (c) 
what  problems  were  emerging  requiring  a  decision  as  to  which  level  or  levels 
of  government  would  be  responsible  for  their  handling. 

The  Joint  Action  Committee  has  been  meeting  regularly  since  1957  and  has 
addressed  itself  to  a  large  number  of  intergovernmental  problems,  including 
the  transfer  of  two  grant  programs  and  a  tax  credit  against  the  Federal  tax 
on  local  telephone  service,  which  proposal  is  now  pending  in  the  current  session 
of  the  Congress.  It  has  also  reached  agreement  for  a  more  effective  liaison 
between  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  and  the  respective  Governors’ 
offices. 

In  many  other  ways  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  in  behalf  of  the  executive 
branch,  maintains  effective  relationships  with  groups  of  public  officials  and  pro¬ 
fessional  and  technical  experts  of  all  three  levels  of  government,  including  at¬ 
tendance  of  Bureau  staff  members  at  conferences  held  by  State  and  local  groups. 
The  Bureau  cooperates  with  the  Council  of  State  Governments  in  the  clearance 
and  consideration  of  suggested  State  legislation,  and  with  State  and  local  tax  au¬ 
thorities  and  budget  officials  in  fiscal  matters.  It  also  maintains  liaison  with 
the  various  interstate  compact  commissions  both  in  their  formulative  stage  and 
in  their  later  implementation. 

While  numerous  important  improvements  in  intergovernmental  relationships 
and  understandings  have  taken  place  recently,  a  statutory  commission  of  the 
type  suggested  by  H.R.  6904  and  H.R.  6905  might  add  another  important  link  in 
these  relationships.  Accordingly,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  sympathetic  with 
the  objective  of  creation  of  a  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  which 
would  be  advisory  to  the  President  and  the  Congress.  Such  a  Commission  might 
well  supplement  and  complement  current  efforts  now  being  made  within  the 
executive  branch  and  by  the  House  and  Senate  Committees  on  Government 
Operations.  However,  to  best  serve  the  purposes  for  which  it  is  intended,  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  believes  that  the  bill  should  be  amended  in  certain  signi¬ 
ficant  respects. 
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First,  H.R.  6904  and  H.R.  6905  provide  for  excessive  restrictions  on  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  appointing  power.  The  bill  requires  that  only  certain  groups  be  eligible 
for  positions  on  the  commission.  The  panels  from  which  they  are  to  be  chosen 
are  extremely  small,  allowing  almost  no  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  President, 
and  the  panels  are  limited  to  those  submitted  by  specific  organizations.  There 
should  be  no  such  limitation  on  Presidential  appointments.  Moreover,  it  would 
seem  appropriate  for  the  membership  of  the  Commission  not  to  be  based  on 
representation  from  the  executive  branch  or  from  specific  levels  of  State  and 
local  government.  Rather,  members  should  be  persons  of  public  stature  who  have 
had  wide  experience  in  governmental  affairs  and  will  represent  the  general 
public  interest.  In  view  of  the  questions  with  which  the  proposed  Commission 
would  be  concerned,  it  could  be  authorized  to  consult  on  a  continuing  basis  with 
advisory  bodies  made  up  of  Governors,  State  legislators,  mayors,  county  officials, 
and  other  individuals  or  groups  interested  in  the  many  problems  of  intergovern¬ 
mental  relations. 

Second,  it  is  believed  that  a  24-member  Commission  consisting  of  18  persons 
appointed  by  the  President  and  6  Members  of  Congress  might  tend  to  be  un¬ 
wieldy.  A  smaller  membership  with  greater  discretion  for  the  President  in 
appointments  would  make  for  a  more  effective  Commission  and  still  permit 
representation  of  differing  backgrounds  and  points  of  view. 

Third,  to  have  the  Chairman  and  Vice  Chairman  of  a  proposed  Federal  Com¬ 
mission  appointed  by  someone  other  than  the  Chief  Executive  is  a  major 
deviation  from  accepted  practices  and  further  weakens  the  President’s  appoint¬ 
ing  authority.  The  procedures  provided  in  H.R.  6904  and  H.R.  6905  for  ap¬ 
pointment  of  the  Chairman  would  make  him  responsible  only  to  the  Commission 
itself  and  the  Commission  in  turn  not  responsible  to  any  officer  or  branch  of 
the  Government.  The  bill  should  be  amended  to  provide  that  the  Chairman 
and  Vice  Chairman  be  appointed  by  the  President,  and  we  believe  that  the  staff 
director  should  be  appointed  by  the  Chairman.  Given  the  permanent  nature 
of  the  proposed  Commission,  all  staff  should  be  subject  to  the  civil  service  laws 
and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949. 

Fourth,  both  bills  provide  that  the  term  of  office  for  each  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  should  be  limited  to  2  years  with  eligibility  for  reappointment.  It  is 
believed,  in  conformance  with  general  practice,  that  the  bill  should  provide  for 
appointment  by  the  President  of  Commission  members  without  fixed  limitation 
in  regard  to  term  of  office. 

Fifth,  the  bills  would  authorize  the  Commission  to  secure  from  any  depart¬ 
ment,  agency,  or  independent  instrumentality  of  the  executive  branch  any  in¬ 
formation  that  the  Commission  deems  necessary  to  carry  out  its  functions,  and 
would  authorize  and  direct  any  such  agencies  to  furnish  any  such  information 
as  the  Commission  deems  necessary.  In  order  to  avoid  any  question  regarding 
the  authority  of  the  executive  branch  to  withhold  information  where  its  dis¬ 
closure  would  not  be  in  the  public  interest,  it  is  recommended  that  the  following 
language  be  substituted  for  the  language  of  section  6(b)  : 

“The  Commission  is  authorized  to  request  from  any  department,  agency,  or 
independent  instrumentality  of  the  Government  any  information  it  deems  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act ;  and  each  such  department,  agency, 
and  instrumentality  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the  Commission  and,  to  the 
extent  permitted  by  law,  to  furnish  such  information  to  the  Commission,  upon 
request  made  by  the  Chairman  or  by  the  Vice  Chairman  when  acting  as 
Chairman.” 

If  the  proposed  measure  were  amended  as  recommended  above,  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  would  have  no  objection  to  its  enactment. 

Sincerely  yours, 


(Signed)  Maurice  H.  Stans, 

Director. 


(Whereupon,  at  12:25  p.m.,  the  joint  committee  recessed  to  recon¬ 
vene  at  the  call  of  the  chairman.) 
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INDEX  AND  SUMMARY  OF  H.  R.  6904 


May  6,  1959 

Rep.  Fountain  introduced  and  discussed  H.  R.  6904 
which  was  referred  to  House  Committee  on  Government 
Operations.  Print  of  bill  as  introduced  and 
remarks  of  Rep.  Fountain. 

Rep.  Dwyer  introduced  H.  R.  6905  which  was  referred 
to  House  Committee  on  Government  Operations.  Print 
of  bill  as  introduced. 

May  21,  1959 

Senator  Muskie  and  others  introduced  and  Senator 
Muskie  discussed  S.  2026  which  was  referred  to 
Senate  Committee  on  Government  Operations.  Print 
of  bill  as  introduced  and  remarks  of  Senator  Muskie 

July  23,  1959 

Senate  committee  voted  to  report  S.  2026. 

July  27,  1959 

Senate  committee  reported  S.  2026  with  amendment. 
Senate  Report  584.  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

July  30,  1959 

House  committee  voted  to  report  H.  R.  6904. 

July  31,  1959 

House  committee  reported  H.  R.  6904  with  amend¬ 
ments.  House  Report  742.  Print  of  bill  and 
report. 

Aug.  6,  1959 

Senate  passed  over  S.  2026. 

Aug.  17,  1959 

House  passed  H.  R.  6904  under  suspension  of  the 
rules. 

Aug.  IS,  1959 

H.  R.  6904  was  placed  on  Senate  Calendar.  Print 
of  bill. 

Aug.  24,  1959 

Senate  passed  over  H.  R.  6904. 

Sept. 10,  1959 

Senate  passed  H.  R.  6904  with  amendment  in  lieu  of 
S.  2026.  S.  2026  indefinitely  postponed  due  to 
passage  of  H.  R.  6904. 

Senate  appointed  conferees. 

Sept. 11,  1959 

House  appointed  conferees. 

Sept. 12,  1959 

Both  Houses  received  and  agreed  to  the  conference 
report.  House  Report  1184.  Print  of  report. 

Sept. 24,  1959 

Approved:  Public  Law  86-380. 

Hearing: 

Joint  House  and  Senate  Government  Operations 
Committees  on  H.  R.  6904,  6905,  and  S.  2026. 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  86-380 


ESTABLISHMENT  OF  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
RELATIONS.  Establishes  a  permanent  bipartisan  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  composed  of  26 
members,  to  study  intergovernmental  problems,  including  the 
administration  and  coordination  of  Federal  grant  and  other 
programs  requiring  intergovernmental  cooperation,  adminis¬ 
tration  of  Federal  grant  programs,  technical  assistance  to 
the  executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  in  the  review  of  proposed  legislation  to  determine  its 
overall  effect  on  the  Federal  system,  desirable  allocation 
of  governmental  functions,  responsibilities,  and  revenues 
amont  the  several  levels  of  Government,  and  tax  laws  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  practices  generally.  Directs  Federal  department 
and  agencies  to  furnish  the  Commission  such  information  as  it 
deems  necessary  to  carry  out  its  functions.  Requires  the 
Commission  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the  President  and 
the  Congress  on  or  before  January  31  each  year. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  6,  1959 

Mr.  Fountain  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations 


A  BILL 

To  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 

Relations. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

4  RELATIONS 

5  Section  1.  There  is  hereby  established  a  permanent 

6  bipartisan  commission  to  be  known  as  the  Advisory  Commis- 

7  sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  herinafter  referred  to 

8  as  the  “Commission”. 

9  DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

10  Sec.  2.  Because  the  complexity  of  modern  life  intensifies 

11  the  need  in  a  federal  form  of  government  for  the  fullest  co- 
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operation  and  coordination  of  activities  between  the  levels 
of  government,  and  because  population  growth  and  scientific 
developments  portend  an  increasingly  complex  society  in 
future  years,  it  is  essential  that  an  appropriate  agency  be 
established  to  give  continuing  attention  to  intergovernmental 
problems. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in  the  performance 
of  its  duties,  will — 

(1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the  Federal, 
State,  and  local  governments  for  the  consideration  of 
common  problems ; 

(2)  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  coordination  of  Federal  grant  and  other  pro¬ 
grams  requiring  intergovernmental  cooperation ; 

(3)  give  critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and 
controls  involved  in  the  administration  of  Federal  grant 
programs ; 

(4)  make  available  technical  assistance  to  the 
executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  review  of  proposed  legislation  to  deter¬ 
mine  its  overall  effect  on  the  Federal  system; 

(5)  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an  early 
stage  of  emerging  public  problems  that  are  likely  to 
require  intergovernmental  cooperation,  and 
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(6)  recommend,  within  the  framework  of  the 
Constitution,  the  most  desirable  allocation  of  govern¬ 
mental  functions  and  responsibilities  among  the  several 
levels  of  government. 

MEMBERSHIP  OF  THE  COMMISSION 
Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed  of 
twenty-four  members,  as  follows: 

(1)  Six  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  three  of  whom  shall  be  officers  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government,  and  three  private  citizens,  all 
of  whom  shall  have  had  experience  or  familiarity  with 
relations  between  the  levels  of  government; 

(2)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Senate, 
who  shall  be  Members  of  the  Senate; 

(3)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Kepresentatives,  who  shall  be  Members  of  the  House; 

(4)  Pour  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at 

\ 

least  six  Governors  submitted  by  the  Governors’  conference; 

(5)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel 
of  at  least  five  members  of  State  legislative  bodies  submitted 
by  the  hoard  of  managers  of  the  Council  of  State  Govern¬ 
ments  ; 

(6)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of 
at  least  six  mayors  submitted  jointly  by  the  American 
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Municipal  Association  and  the  United  States  Conference  of 
Mayors ; 

(7)  One  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at 
least  two  elected  county  officers  submitted  by  the  National 
Association  of  County  Officials. 

(b)  The  members  appointed  from  private  life  under 
paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be  appointed  with¬ 
out  regard  to  political  affiliation;  of  each  class  of  members 
enumerated  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a), 
two  shall  be  from  the  majority  party  of  the  respective  houses; 
of  each  class  of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs  (4), 
(5) ,  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a),  not  more  than  two  shall  be 
from  any  one  political  party;  of  each  class  of  members 
enumerated  in  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a), 
not  more  than  one  shall  be  from  any  one  State;  at  least  two 
of  the  appointees  under  paragraph  (6)  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  from  cities  under  five  hundred  thousand  population. 

(c)  The  term  of  office  of  each  member  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  shall  be  two  years,  but  members  shall  be  eligible  for 
reappointment. 

ORGANIZATION  OF  TIIE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  President  shall  convene  the  Commis¬ 
sion  within  ninety  days  following  enactment  of  this  Act  at 
such  time  and  place  as  lie  may  designate  for  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  initial  meeting.  The  President,  or  his  designee,  shall 
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serve  as  the  Commission’s  temporary  Chairman  pending 
the  election  of  a  permanent  Chairman. 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  elect  a  Chairman  and  a  Vice 
Chairman  from  among  its  members. 

(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the  Commission 
shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the  original 
appointment  was  made;  except  that  where  the  number  of 
vacancies  is  fewer  than  the  number  of  members  specified  in 
paragraphs  4,  5,  and  6  of  section  3  (a) ,  each  panel  of  names 

submitted  in  accordance  with  the  aforementioned  paragraphs 

/ 

shall  contain  at  least  one  name  more  than  the  number  of 
vacancies. 

(d)  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in  the  official 
position  from  which  originally  appointed  under  section  3  (a) , 
his  place  on  the  Commission  shall  be  deemed  to  be  vacant. 

(e)  Twelve  members  of  the  Commission  shall  constitute 
a  quorum,  hut  two  or  more  members  shall  constitute  a 
quorum  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  hearings. 

DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 
SEC.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Commission— 

( 1 )  to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to  make  such 
studies  and  investigations  as  are  necessary  or  desirable 
in  the  accomplishment  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section 
2  of  this  Act; 

(2)  to  consider,  on  its  own  initiative,  ways  and 
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means  for  fostering  better  relations  between  the  levels 
of  government; 

(3)  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the  President 
and  the  Congress  on  or  before  January  31  of  each 
year.  The  Commission  may  also  submit  such  additional 
reports  to  the  President,  to  the  Congress  or  any  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of  government  or 
organization  as  the  Commission  may  deem  appropriate. 

POWERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the  authorization 
of  the  Commission,  any  subcommittee  or  members  thereof, 
may,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  hold  such  hearings,  take  such  testimony,  and  sit  and 
act  at  such  times  and  places  as  the  Commission  deems  advis¬ 
able.  Any  member  of  the  Commission  may  administer 
oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses  appearing  before  the  Com¬ 
mission  or  any  subcommittee  or  members  thereof. 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instrumentality  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  including  inde¬ 
pendent  agencies,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  furnish  to 
the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by  the  Chairman  or 
Vice  Chairman,  such  information  as  the  Commission  deems 
necessary  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to  appoint,  fix 
the  compensation  of,  and  remove  a  staff  director  without  re- 
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gard  to  the  civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949.  Such  appointment  shall  be  made  solely  on  the  basis 
of  fitness  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  position  and  without 
regard  to  political  affiliation. 

(d)  Subject  to  such  rales  and  regulations  as  may  be 
adopted  by  the  Commission,  the  Chairman,  without  regard 
to  the  civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
and  without  reference  to  political  affiliation,  shall  have  the 
power — 

( 1 )  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of,  and  remove 
such  other  personnel  as  he  deems  necessary 

(2)  to  procure  temporary  and  intermittent  services 
to  the  same  extent  as  is  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) 
but  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50  a  day  for  individuals. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  persons 
in  the  employ  of  the  Commission  under  subsections  (c)  and 
(d)  (1)  of  this  section  shajl  he  considered  to  be  Federal 

employees  for  all  purposes-,  including — 

/ 

( 1 )  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  2251-2267), 

(2)  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Life  Insurance 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2091-2103) , 

(3)  annual  and  sick  leave,  and 


1 


(4)  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 

2  (5  U.S.C.  835-842). 

3  (f)  No  individual  employed  in  the  service  of  the  Com- 

4  mission  shall  be  paid  compensation  for  such  employment  at 

5  a  rate  in  excess  of  $20,000  per  annum. 

6  COMPENSATION  OF  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

7  Sec.  7.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are  Mem- 

8  bers  of  Congress,  officers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 

9  Federal  Government,  Governors,  or  full-time  salaried  officers 
10  of  city  and  county  governments  shall  serve  without  com¬ 
il  pensation  in  addition  to  that  received  in  tlieii  legulai  public 

12  employment,  but  shall  be  allowed  necessary  travel  expenses, 

13  including  subsistence  (or,  in  the  alternative,  a  per  diem  in 

14  lieu  of  subsistence  not  to  exceed  the  rate  prescribed  in  the 

15  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended) ,  without  regard 

16  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 

17  835-842) ,  the  Standardized  Government  Travel  Regulations, 

18  or  section  10  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1933  (5  U.S.C.  73b) , 

19  and  other  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the  per- 

20  formance  of  duties  vested  in  the  Commission. 

21  (b)  Members  of  the  Commission,  other  than  those  to 

22  whom  subsection  (a)  is  applicable,  shall  receive  compen- 

23  sation  at  the  rate  of  $50  per  day  for  each  day  they  are 

24  engaged  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of 

25  the  Commission  and  shall  be  entitled  to  reimbursement  for 
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1  travel,  subsistence,  and  other  necessary  expenses  incurred 

2  by  them  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of 

3  the  Commission,  as  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 

4  section. 

5  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

6  Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 

7  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 

8  this  Act. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  6,  1959 

Mrs.  Dwyer  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations 


A  BILL 

To  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 

Relations. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

4  RELATIONS 

5  Section  1.  There  is  hereby  established  a  permanent 

6  bipartisan  commission  to  he  known  as  the  Advisory  Commis- 

7  sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  herinafter  referred  to 

8  as  the  “Commission”. 

9  declaration  of  purpose 

10  Sec.  2.  Because  the  complexity  of  modern  life  intensifies 

11  the  need  in  a  federal  form  of  government  for  the  fullest  co- 
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1  operation  and  coordination  of  activities  between  the  levels 

2  of  government,  and  because  population  growth  and  scientific 

3  developments  portend  an  increasingly  complex  society  in 

4  future  years,  it  is  essential  that  an  appropriate  agency  be 

5  established  to  give  continuing  attention  to  intergovernmental 

6  problems. 

7  It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in  the  performance 

8  of  its  duties,  will — 

9  (1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the  Federal, 
19  State,  and  local  governments  for  the  consideration  of 

11  common  problems; 

12  (2)  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  administra- 

13  tion  and  coordination  of  Federal  grant  and  other  pro- 

‘  J  .  •  •  .  i  <  •  I  ’•  1  ’  •  t  X  '  * 

14  grams  requiring  intergovernmental  cooperation; 

15  (3)  give  critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and 

16  controls  involved  in  the  administration  of  Federal  grant 

17  programs; 

| 

18  (4)  make  available  technical  assistance  to  the 

J 

19  executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the  Federal  Gov- 

20  eminent  in  the  review  of  proposed  legislation  to  deter- 

21  mine  its  overall  effect  on  the  Federal  system; 

22  (5)  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an  early 

23  stage  of  emerging  public  problems  that  are  likely  to 

4 

24  require  intergovernmental  cooperation,  and 
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(6)  recommend,  within  the  framework  of  the 
Constitution,  the  most  desirable  allocation  of  govern¬ 
mental  functions  and  responsibilities  among  the  several 
levels  of  government. 

MEMBERSHIP  OF  THE  COMMISSION 
Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed  of 
twenty-four  members,  as  follows: 

(1)  Six  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  three  of  whom  shall  be  officers  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government,  and  three  private  citizens,  all 

of  whom  shall  have  had  experience  or  familiarity  with 

\ 

relations  between  the  levels  of  government; 

(2)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Senate, 
who  shall  be  Members  of  the  Senate; 

(3)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  who  shall  be  Members  of  the  House; 

(4)  Pour  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at 
least  six  Governors  submitted  by  the  Governors'  conference; 

(5)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel 
of  at  least  five  members  of  State  legislative  bodies  submitted 
by  the  board  of  managers  of  the  Council  of  State  Govern¬ 
ments  ; 

(6)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of 
at  least  six  mayors  submitted  jointly  by  the  American 
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1  Municipal  Association  and  the  United  States  Conference  of 

2  Mayors ; 

3  (7)  One  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at 

4  least  two  elected  county  officers  submitted  by  the  National 

5  Association  of  County  Officials. 

6  (b)  The  members  appointed  from  private  life  under 

7  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be  appointed  with- 

8  out  regard  to  political  affiliation ;  of  each  class  of  members 

9  enumerated  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a), 

10  two  shall  be  from  the  majority  party  of  the  respective  houses ; 

11  of  each  class  of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs  (4) , 

12  (5) ,  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a) ,  not  more  than  two  shall  be 

13  from  any  one  political  party;  of  each  class  of  members 

14  enumerated  in  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a), 

15  not  more  than  one  shall  be  from  any  one  State ;  at  least  two 

16  of  the  appointees  under  paragraph  (6)  of  subsection  (a) 

17  shall  be  from  cities  under  five  hundred  thousand  population. 

18  (c)  The  term  of  office  of  each  member  of  the  Commis- 

19  sion  shall  be  two  years,  but  members  shall  be  eligible  for 

20  reappointment. 

21  ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

22  Sec.  4.  (a)  The  President  shall  convene  the  Commis- 

23  sion  within  ninety  days  following  enactment  of  this  Act  at 

24  such  time  and  place  as  he  may  designate  for  the  Commis- 

25  sion’s  initial  meeting.  The  President,  or  his  designee,  shall 


1 

2 

3 

• 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


5 


serve  as  the  Commission’s  temporary  Chairman  pending 
the  election  of  a  permanent  Chairman. 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  elect  a  Chairman  and  a  Vice 
Chairman  from  among  its  members. 

(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the  Commission 
shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the  original 
appointment  was  made;  except  that  where  the  number  of 
vacancies  is  fewer  than  the  number  of  members  specified  in 
paragraphs  4,  5,  and  6  of  section  3  (a) ,  each  panel  of  names 
submitted  in  accordance  with  the  aforementioned  paragraphs 
shall  contain  at  least  one  name  more  than  the  number  of 
vacancies. 

(d)  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in  the  official 
position  from  which  originally  appointed  under  section  3  (a) , 
his  place  on  the  Commission  shall  be  deemed  to  be  vacant. 

(e)  Twelve  members  of  the  Commission  shall  constitute 
a  quorum,  but  two  or  more  members  shall  constitute  a 
quorum  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  hearings. 

DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Commission— 

( 1 )  to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to  make  such 
studies  and  investigations  as  are  necessary  or  desirable 
in  the  accomplishment  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section 
2  of  this  Act; 

(2)  to  consider,  on  its  own  initiative,  ways  and 
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means  for  fostering  better  relations  between  the  levels 
of  government; 

(3)  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the  President 
and  the  Congress  on  or  before  January  31  of  each 
year.  The  Commission  may  also  submit  such  additional 
reports  to  the  President,  to  the  Congress  or  any  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of  government  or 
organization  as  the  Commission  may  deem  appropriate. 

POWERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the  authorization 

\ 

of  the  Commission,  any  Subcommittee  or  members  thereof, 
may,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  hold  such  hearings,  take  such  testimony,  and  sit  and 
act  at  such  times  and  places  as  the  Commission  deems  advis¬ 
able.  Any  member  of  the  Commission  may  administer 
oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses  appearing  before  the  Com¬ 
mission  or  anv  subcommittee  or  members  thereof. 

«/ 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instrumentality  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  including  inde¬ 
pendent  agencies,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  furnish  to 
the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by  the  Chairman  or 
Vice  Chairman,  such  information  as  the  Commission  deems 
necessary  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to  appoint,  fix 
the  compensation  of,  and  remove  a  staff  director  without  re- 
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1  gard  to  the  civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of 

2  1949.  Such  appointment  shall  be  made  solely  on  the  basis 

3  of  fitness  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  position  and  without 

4  regard  to  political  affiliation. 

5  (d)  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be 

6  adopted  by  the  Commission,  the  Chairman,  without  regard 

7  to  the  civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 

8  and  without  reference  to  political  affiliation,  shall  have  the 

9  power — 

( 1 )  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of,  and  remove 
such  other  personnel  as  he  deems  necessary 

(2)  to  procure  temporary  and  intermittent  services 
to  the  same  extent  as  is  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) 
but  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50  a  day  for  individuals. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  persons 

17  in  the  employ  of  the  Commission  under  subsections  (c)  and 

18  (d)  (1)  of  this  section  shall  be  considered  to  be  Federal 

19  employees  for  all  purposes,  including — 

20  (1)  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  amended 

21  (5  U.S.C.  2251-2267), 

22  (2)  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Life  Insurance 

23  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2091-2103), 

(3)  annual  and  sick  leave,  and 
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1  (4)  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 

2  (5  U.S.C.  835-842). 

3  (f)  No  individual  employed  in  the  service  of  the  Com- 

4  mission  shall  be  paid  compensation  for  such  employment  at 

5  a  rate  in  excess  of  $20,000  per  annum. 

6  COMPENSATION  OF  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

7  Sec.  7.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are  Mem- 

8  bers  of  Congress,  officers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 

9  Federal  Government,  Governors,  or  full-time  salaried  officers 
10  of  city  and  county  governments  shall  serve  without  com¬ 
il  pensation  in  addition  to  that  received  in  their  regular  public 

12  employment,  but  shall  be  allowed  necessary  travel  expenses, 

13  including  subsistence  (or,  in  the  alternative,  a  per  diem  in 

14  lieu  of  subsistence  not  to  exceed  the  rate  prescribed  in  the 

15  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended) ,  without  regard 

16  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 

17  835-842 ) ,  the  Standardized  Government  Travel  Regulations, 

18  or  section  10  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1933  (5  U.S.C.  73b) , 

19  and  other  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the  per- 

20  formance  of  duties  vested  in  the  Commission. 

21  (b)  Members  of  the  Commission,  other  than  those  to 

22  whom  subsection  (a)  is  applicable,  shall  receive  compen- 

23  sation  at  the  rate  of  $50  per  day  for  each  day  they  are 

24  engaged  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of 

25  the  Commission  and  shall  be  entitled  to  reimbursement  for 
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1  travel,  subsistence,  and  other  necessary  expenses  incurred 

2  by  them  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of 

3  the  Commission,  as  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 

4  section. 

5  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

6  Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 

7  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 

8  this  Act. 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


At  best,  available  statistical  measures  are 
trough,  and  significance  should  not  be  at- 
iched  to  small-  or  short-period  changes. 
Cftre  should  be  used  in  selecting  the  time 
periods  for  which  comparisons  are  made. 

THtre  was  general  agreement  that  more 
financial  support  is  needed  for  governmental 
and  private  statistical  agencies  both  for  col¬ 
lection  ok.  data  and.  even  more,  for  their 
analysis.  It  was  urged  that  funds  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  a.  survey  of  consumer  expendi¬ 
tures  to  provide  new  weights  for  the  Con¬ 
sumer  Price  InHex.  Funds  should  be  made 
available  for  collection  and  more  prompt 
publication  of  better  data  on  all  resources 
used  in  the  econonyr,  including  labor  and 
capital  by  type  and^amount  actually  used. 
Also,  funds  should  b\  made  available  for 
needed  knowledge  of  the  compensation  of 
unemployment,  and  compensation  of  non¬ 
production  workers  and  employees  outside  of 
manufacturing. 


II.  FACTORS  IN  THE  POSTWAR  INFLATION 


Money  wages  and  retail  prices  have  not 
risen  as  much  in  the  United  States  as  in 
most  other  industrial  countries  since  1948. 
The  base  year  partially  explains  this\differ- 
ence,  but  if  a  more  recent  base  yearvwere 
chosen,  our  record  would  still  be  goodly 
comparison. 

There  was  considerable  discussion  of  tit's 
relative  importance  of  the  upward  pull  of 
demand  on  prices  as  compared  to  the  upward 
push  of  costs  since  the  end  of  the  war.  It 
was  generally  agreed  that  during  the  imme¬ 
diate  postwar  period  (1945-48)  price  move¬ 
ments  were  dominated  by  demand  factors — 
the  pentup  demand  carried  over  from  the 
war,  and  the  relatively  easy  money  policies. 
After  the  outbreak  of  the  Korean  war  in 
1950,  demand  forces  were  again  dominant 
for  a  brief  period. 

There  was  general  agreement  that  the 
1953-57  period  had  somewhat  different  char¬ 
acteristics:  monetary  restraint  was  greater, 
demand  forces  less  buoyant,  output  growth 
less  rapid,  price  rises  somewhat  smaller  and 
profit  margins  lower.  Wages  continued  to 
increase.  The  investment  boom  in  1955-57 
created  a  demand  pull  for  many  producers’ 
goods,  and  the  shifts  in  consumer  demand 
toward  services  (for  example,  medical  serv¬ 
ices)  contributed  to  the  rising  price  of  serv¬ 
ices,  so  that  cost  and  demand  factors  were 
both  operating.  However,  the  continued  ad¬ 
vance  of  prices  and  wages  in  the  late  1957- 
58  period  could  hardly  be  explained  by  gen¬ 
eral  excess  demand. 

There  were  differences  of  opinion  regard¬ 
ing  the  relative  significance  of  these  factors. 
Some  participants  placed  primary  stress  oiy 
negotiated  wage  increases,  especially  in  thos 
industries  where  wages  seem  to  have  baen 
"pushing  against  an  open  door,”  and  pohfted 
out  that  they  tend  to  be  transmitted  ii^/age 
increases  throughout  the  labor  market  and 
in  price  increases  throughout  the  economy. 
Others  called  attention  to  the  pr^e  policies 
of  firms,  particularly  in  highly  concentrated 
industries,  the  effects  of  whfth  are  also 
transmitted  throughout  the  /onomy.  The 
interrelationship  of  marke  Structure,  wage 
policies,  price  policies  aivfl  profits  is  seen 
clearly  in  the  contrasting  experience  of  the 
steel  and  clothing^  incms tries,  for  example. 
Since  these  forces  oft^a  operate  concurrently 
and  are  frequentlyyunterdependcnt,  many 
participants  felt  Ur  may  be  misleading  to 
blame  any  particular  factor  or  group  for 
increases  in  lab/r  costs  and  prices. 


III.  THE 


BMPATIBILITY  OF  NATIONAL 
ECONOMIC  GOALS 


institutions.  There  was  general  agreement 
that  the  achievement  of  some  of  these  goals 
may  involve  the  partial  sacrifice  of  others. 

Many  felt  that  the  average  level  of  un¬ 
employment  during  1953-58  of  4.7  percent 
(approximately  3  million  unemployed)  was 
too  high.  Reliance  on  large-scale  unemploy¬ 
ment  to  achieve  price  stability  is  intolerable 
in  our  present  society.  If  the  cost  of  price 
stability  is  a  high  level  of  unemployment 
(which  may  not  be  the  case)  many  would 
prefer  a'  mild  increase  in  prices. 

There  was  consensus  that  the  rate  of 
growth  in  the  American  economy  should  be 
increased,  even  if  this  interferes  with  the 
full  attainment  of  other  economic  goals. 
Many  believed  that  this  would  mean  a  4  or  5 
percent  rate  instead  of  the  recent  lower  rate. 
They  shared  the  view  that  a  lower  rate  of 
economic  growth  imposed  by  an  unduly  re¬ 
strictive  monetary  policy,  the  principal  aim 
of  which  is  price  stability,  impairs  our  inter¬ 
national  position,  makes  financing  much- 
needed  public  improvements  difficult,  in¬ 
volves  loss  of  production,  increases  unem¬ 
ployment,  wastes  skills,  bears  unevenly  upon 
certain  sectors  of  the  economy,  and  imperils 
marginal  firms.  Some,  however,  dissented, 
holding  that  a  higher  rate  of  growth  requires 
price  stability,  accompanied  if  necessary  by 
a  restrictive  monetary  policy. 

Some  thought  that  preoccupation  wit 
^inflation  impaired  the  attainment  of  other 
iconomic  goals.  Many  believed  that  the  JCon- 
stuner  Price  Index  is  not  likely  to  increase 
very  much  in  the  next  several  yarns.  A 
minority  felt  that  we  will  have  m 0re  infla¬ 
tion  uuiess  vigorous  action  is  taken  to  arrest 
the  co Ar push  as  well  as  to  restufin  demand. 
This  difference  was  reflected  in Jme  discussion 
of  policy  choices. 


V.  POLICY  PROPOSALS 


There  wife  considerable  discussion  of  na¬ 
tional  economic  goals  and  the  extent  to 
which  mey  are  compatible.  These  include 
a  sustained  and  strong  rate  of  economic 
growth,  full  employment,  reasonable  price 
stability,  national  security  and  industrial 
ce  within  the  framework  of  our  free 


1.  We  shouldsseek  maximum  sustained  eco¬ 
nomic  growth  3B  a  priafary  national  objec¬ 
tive  because  it  inessential  to  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  living  Staffords  and  national  secu¬ 
rity.  In  the  pursjaht  of  economic  growth, 
however,  we  should  seek  to  maintain  a  rea¬ 
sonably  stable  pjnce  levHl  and  to  hold  unem¬ 
ployment  to  the  minimmn  necessary  to  pre¬ 
serve  flexibility  in  the  economy.  Although 
the  United  yfitates  has  doiAs. reasonably  well 
since  195  yin  maintaining  prrye  stability,  we 
should  develop  a  higher  utilmtion  of  the 
labor  force  and  achieve  fasten  economic 
growth  through  increased  productivity. 

2^t  is  urgent  that  management,  labor, 
aiyf  Government  take  measures  to  accelerate 
(e  rate  of  increase  in  productivity.  Among 
Che  steps  that  can  be  taken  are  these\  in¬ 
creasing  expenditures  on  research  and  deNj- 
opment;  improving  the  quality  of  educatiof 
training  more  scientific,  technical,  and  man-\ 
agerial  personnel;  upgrading  the  skills  of 
the  labor  force;  eliminating  restrictive  prac¬ 
tices  by  labor  and  management;  and  stimu¬ 
lating  the  ideas  and  energies  of  our  work 
force. 

3.  Measures  should  be  taken  to  increase 

worker  mobility  and  to  improve  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  labor  market.  Such  measures 
might  include  severance  and  relocation  al¬ 
lowances,  retraining  programs,  employment 
of  qualified  older  workers,  transferability  of 
pension  rights,  the  extension  of  seniority 
units,  provision  of  part-time  jobs,  and  diver¬ 
sification  of  economic  activity  in  distressed 
areas.  * 

4.  Although  reliance  on  unemployment  is 
not  an  acceptable  method  of  controlling  in¬ 
flation,  it  is  recognized  that  a  dynamic  econ¬ 
omy  brings  about  fluctuations  in  employ¬ 
ment  in  particular  occupations,  industries 
and  areas. 

5.  Radical  change  in  our  present  wage-set¬ 
ting  machinery  would  not  be  a  fruitful  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  inflation  problem.  Foreign  ex¬ 
perience  does  not  suggest  the  desirability  for 
the  United  States  of  economywide  bargaining 


as  an  alternative  to  our  more  i 
system.  Breaking  up  national 
smaller  units  would  also  not  b< 
way  of  seeking  greater  wag< 
stability. 

6.  The  average  increase  in  out] 
hour  in  the  economy  as  a  whole 
consideration  in  wage  negotial 
view  of  the  numerous  other , 
weighed  and  reconciled,  it  canmc 
criterion  of  a  proper  adjustmen 

7.  Appropriate  monetaryand 
are  necessary  to  deal  wjrth  infl 
from  excessive  demand  Howe 
liance  on  these  measures  is 
for  dealing  with  price  increase; 
of  excess  capacity band  unemplo 

8.  Despite  the/seriousness  of 
international  position,  direct  gei 
ment  controls/of  prices  and  wagi 
patitale  wiyi  the  institutions 
economy. 

9.  As  ox/e  means  of  achieving  p 
the  government  should  work  tc 
marker  in  agricultural  produc 
advices  in  productivity.  Spec 
should  be  provided  to  amelior; 

frdships  upon  individuals. 

10.  Price  stability  should  be 
by  reducing  tariffs  and  other 
to  international  trade.  Measure 
temporary  relief  for  areas  adve: 
by  tariff  policy  may  be  appropr 
itate  readjustments. 

11.  Effective  competition  wil 
down  prices  raised  by  monopol; 
favor  vigorous  enforcement  of 
laws.  Acts  in  restraint  of  trade  i 
for  goods  and  services,  now 
committed  by  business  firms 
and  unions  jointly,  should  all 
when  undertaken  by  unions  £ 

12.  Pleas  by  Government  off 
straint  and  responsibility  in  wa 
decisions  are  likely  to  have  lit 
the  course  of  wage  and  price  mo’ 

Some  participants  thought 
tries  of  important  as  pattern  & 
be  subject  to  impartial  factfind: 
their  wage  bargains  and  price 
acquaint  the  public  with  their  c 
However,  very  few  supported  a  i 
laying  the  putting  into  effect 
price  increases  in  key  indust: 
public  investigation. 

13.  An  annual  conference  of 
agement,  and  Government  re 
should  be  convened,  shortly  ai 
sentation  of  the  President’s  Ecor 
to  discuss  wages,  prices,  profits, 
tivity  as  related  to  national  ec< 
These  sessions  should  not  be  co 

tany  particular  contract  negoti 
abjective  is  to  reduce  the  diver 
about  the  short-term  and  loi 
nonaic  outlook  and  to  discuss 
private  and  public  policies  to  ac 
and  stability. 


Mr.  Speaker,  if  one  notes 
background  of  the  particip; 
15th  American  assembly,  or 
by  the  factxlhat  the  recom 
in  the  final  report  are  noneth 
ingful.  This  isNui  accord  wit 
ing  spirit  of  tne  America] 
when  it  was  established  b; 
University  in  1950.\  Dwigh 
hower,  then  president\of  Col 
versity,  said : 

The  American  assembly  }M-es 
the  practice  of  democracy  de 
ual  sacrifices,  particularly  in 
vergent  views  in  order  to  accom 
mon  purpose. 


As  one  who  was  privileged 
pate  in  the  15th  American 
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ariW  deeply  grateful  to  those  who  have 
mam  it  possible,  including  the  Amer¬ 
ican  assembly’s  officers:  Henry  M.  Wris- 
ton,  pNsident;  Clifford  C.  Nelson,  vice 
president  Peter  C.  Grenquist,  secretary. 

- \  - 4 

ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTER¬ 
GOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  previous 
order  of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Fountain]  is  rec¬ 
ognized  for  30  minutes. 

(Mr.  FOUNTAIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  to  include  a  copy  of  a  bill.) 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
today  introduced  a  bill  to  establish  a 
permanent  Advisory  Commission  on  In¬ 
tergovernmental  Relations.  The  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member  of  the  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Relations  Subcommittee  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
woman  from  New  Jersey  [Mrs.  Dwyer], 
has  introduced  an  identical  bill.  In  do¬ 
ing  so,  we  are  following  a  recommenda¬ 
tion  which  was  adopted  unanimously  by 
the  Committee  on  Government  Opera¬ 
tions  and  reported  to  the  House  last  Au¬ 
gust  in  the  committee’s  30th  report — 
House  Report  No.  2533 — entitled  “Fed¬ 
eral-State-Local  Relations,  Federal 
Grants-in-Aid.” 

Personally,  as  a  former  State  legis¬ 
lator  and  as  a  Member  of  the  Congress, 
I  have  always  taken  a  very  critical  atti¬ 
tude  toward  most  proposals  for  the 
creation  of  new  commissions  and  com¬ 
mittees.  I  have  always  felt  that  the  need 
for  such  bodies  should  be  clearly  estab¬ 
lished.  In  my  judgment,  however,  the 
need  for  an  advisory  body  of  the  type 
proposed  in  this  bill  was  adequately  docu¬ 
mented  in  the  hearings  held  by  our  In¬ 
tergovernmental  Relations  Subcommit¬ 
tee  throughout  the  country  during  the 
fall  of  1957.  Such  a  commission  would 
not,  of  course,  be  a  panacea  for  elimi¬ 
nating  all  of  the  sore  spots  that  arise  out 
of  the  division  of  powers  in  our  Federal 
system.  It  would,  however,  be  a  modest 
but  constructive  step  in  the  right  direc¬ 
tion. 

The  proposed  commission  would  not 
duplicate  the  work  already  performed  by 
the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations — known  also  as  the  Kestn- 
baum  Commission — which  was  estab¬ 
lished  by  action  of  the  Congress  in  1953 
and  which  issued  its  final  report  in  June 
1955.  That  body  devoted  its  energies 
principally  to  a  much-needed  basic  re¬ 
appraisal  of  our  Federal  form  of  Govern¬ 
ment  in  the  light  of  its  origin  and  devel¬ 
opment.  The  philosophy  and  principles 
of  federalism  reported  by  the  Kestn- 
baum  Commission  were  found  by  our 
subcommittee  to  be  generally  valid  and 
widely  accepted. 

Building  on  the  foundation  laid  by  the 
Kestnbaum  Commission  studies  and  the 
work  of  our  subcommittee,  I  believe  it  is 
desirable  that  we  now  concentrate  on  the 
practical  and  continuing  problem  of 
seeking  to  improve  the  operation  of  our 
Federal  system,  and  particularly  the  de¬ 
sign  and  consistency  of  the  innumerable 
Federal  grants.  For  example,  with  grant 
proposals  suggested  from  various  and 


sundry  sources,  originating  in  many  dif¬ 
ferent  executive  agencies  and  committees 
of  the  Congress,  it  is  almost  inevitable 
that  features  are  adopted  in  individual 
programs  which  tend  to  weaken  the  grant 
structure  as  a  whole. 

It  is  the  committee’s  thought  that  the 
Commission  proposed,  whose  role  would 
be  purely  advisory,  could  serve  as  a  cen¬ 
tral  point  for  reviewing  the  characteris¬ 
tics  of  grant  programs  and  proposals  for 
their  overall  effects  on  the  States  and  the 
Federal  system.  It  might  be  noted  in 
this  connection  that  features  such  as  pro¬ 
vision  for  judicial  review  of  Federal  ad¬ 
ministrative  decisions  and  the  degree  of 
equalization  contained  in  grant  formulas 
vary  considerably  between  grant  pro¬ 
grams,  at  times  with  questionable  justi¬ 
fication.  With  reference  to  equalization 
formulas,  the  increasing  use  of  State 
per  capita  personal  income  as  an  element 
in  grant  formulas  points  up  the  need  for 
an  authoritative  examination  of  the 
soundness  of  this  measure  for  achieving 
the  various  program  objectives. 

The  most  important  function  of  the 
Commission,  in  my  judgment,  would  be 
that  of  bringing  together  Federal,  State, 
and  local  officials  on  a  continuing  basis 
for  discussion  of  the  problems  which  con¬ 
cern  and  affect  all  levels  of  government. 
Just  as  it  is  an  impediment  in  interna¬ 
tional  affairs,  so  too  the  lack  of  effective 
communication  often  contributes  to  mis¬ 
understandings  in  our  domestic  relations 
and  sometimes  even  promotes  hostility 
between  levels  of  Government. 

It  is  my  hope  that  by  periodically 
bringing  together  Federal,  State,  and  lo¬ 
cal  officials,  representing  both  the  execu¬ 
tive  and  legislative  branches,  the  Com¬ 
mission  would  provide  a  favorable  atmos¬ 
phere  for  promoting  mutual  understand¬ 
ing  and  would  help  to  produce  a  smoother 
functioning  of  our  Federal  system. 

In  drafting  this  bill,  I  had  hoped  to 
provide  for  an  equal  sharing  of  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  expenses  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  States  as  a  group.  I 
feel  that  this  is  a  direction  in  which  we 
eventually  must  move  if  the  States  are  to 
demonstrate  financial  responsibility  with 
respect  tor  intergovernmental  activities 
and  realize  their  full  potential  in  our 
Federal  system.  The  bill  Mrs.  Dwyer 
and  I  have  introduced  does  not  contain 
such  a  financing  provision  only  because 
serious  questions  have  been  raised  as  to 
the  feasibility  and  practicability  of  ob¬ 
taining  State  financial  participation  at 
the  present  time.  I  am  hopeful  that 
the  committee  to  which  this  bill  is  as¬ 
signed  may  be  able  to  work  out  a  suitable 
arrangement .  along  these  lines  in  the 
course  of  hearings  on  the  bill.  In  any 
event,  I  am  convinced  that  the  proposed 
Advisory  Commission  can  be  a  valuable 
asset  and  should  l§e  established  even  if 
full  Federal  support  is  required.  The 
Commission’s  operating  budget  should  be 
very  modest  under  the  bill  as  it  is  drawn. 

The  possibilities  for  facilitating  better 
intergovernmental  relations  from  the 
city  hall  to  our  Nation’s  Capitol  are  in¬ 
herent  in  this  bill.  I  hope  they  will  not 
be  neglected  and  that  Hie  Members  of 
this  House  will  carefully  consider  this 
legislation.  For  the  convenience  of  the 
Members,  I  am  inserting  at  the  end  of 


my  remarks  a  copy  of  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation. 

A  Bill  To  Establish  an  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 

Be  it  enacted,  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That — 

ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
RELATIONS 

Section  1.  There  is  hereby  established  a 
permanent  bipartisan  Commission  to  be 
known  as  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations,  hereinafter  referred 
to  as  the  "Commission.” 

DECLARATION  OP  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  Because  the  complexity  of  modern 
life  intensifies  the  need  in  a  federal  form  of 
government  for  the  fullest  cooperation  and 
coordination  of  activities  between  the  levels 
of  government,  and  because  population 
growth  and  scientific  developments  portend 
an  increasingly  complex  society  in  future 
years,  it  is  essential  that  an  appropriate 
agency  be  established  to  give  continuing  at¬ 
tention  to  intergovernmental  problems. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in  the 
performance  of  its  duties,  will: 

(1)  Bring  together  representatives  of  the 
Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  for  the 
consideration  of  common  problems; 

(2)  Provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  ad¬ 
ministration  and  coordination  of  Federal 
grant  and  other  programs  requiring  inter¬ 
governmental  cooperation; 

(3)  Give  critical  attention  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  and  controls  involved  in  the  adminis-- 
tration  of  Federal  grant  programs; 

(4)  Make  available  technical  assistance  to 
the  executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  review  of  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  to  determine  its  overall 
effect  on  the  Federal  system; 

(5)  Encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an 
early  stage  of  emerging  public  problems  that 
are  likely  to  require  intergovernmental  co¬ 
operation,  and 

(6)  Recommend,  within  the  framework  of 
the  Constitution,  the  most  desirable  alloca¬ 
tion  of  governmental  functions  and  responsi¬ 
bilities  among  the  several  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment. 

membership  of  the  commission 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  com¬ 
posed  of  24  members,  as  follows: 

(1)  Six  appointed  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  three  of  whom  shall  be  offi¬ 
cers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  three  private  citizens,  all  of  whom 
shall  have  had  experience  or  familiarity  with 
relations  between  the  levels  of  government; 

(2)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of 
the  Senate,  who  shall  be  members  of  the 
Senate; 

J3)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  who  shall  be  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House; 

(4)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  six  Governors  submitted 
by  the  Governors’  Conference; 

(5)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  five  members  of  State 
legislative  bodies  submitted  by  the  Board 
of  Managers  of  the  Council  of  State  Govern¬ 
ments; 

(6)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  six  mayors  submitted 
jointly  by  the  American  Municipal  Associa¬ 
tion  and  the  United  States  Conference  of 
Mayors. 

(7)  One  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  two  elected  county  officers 
submitted  by  the  National  Association  of 
County  Officials. 

(b)  The  members  appointed  from  private 
life  under  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  appointed  without  regard  to  political 
affiliation;  of  each  class  of  members  enum¬ 
erated  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  sub- 
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section  (a),  two  shall  be  from  the  majority 
party  of  the  respective  houses;  of  each  class 
of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs  (4), 
(5),  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a),  not  more 
than  two  shall  be  from  any  one  political 
party;  of  each  class  of  members  enumerated 
in  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a), 
not  more  than  one  shall  be  from  any  one 
State;  at  least  two  of  the  appointees  under 
paragraph  (6)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be 
from  cities  under  500,000  population. 

(c)  The  term  of  office  of  each  member 
of  the  Commission  shall  be  2  years,  but  mem¬ 
bers  shall  be  eligible  for  reappointment. 
organization  op  the  commission 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  President  shall  convene 
the  Commission  within  90  days  following 
enactment  of  this  Act  at  such  time  and  place 
as  he  may  designate  for  the  Commission’s 
initial  meeting.  The  President,  or  his  de¬ 
signee,  shall  serve  as  the  Commission’s  tem¬ 
porary  Chairman  pending  the  election  of  a 
permanent  Chairman. 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  elect  a  Chair¬ 
man  and  a  Vice  Chairman  from  among  its 
members. 

(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  of 
the  Commission  shall  be  filled  in  the  same 
manner  in  which  the  original  appointment 
was  made;  except  that  where  the  number 
of  vacancies  is  fewer  than  the  number  of 
members  specified  in  paragraphs  4,  5,  and  6 
of  Section  3(a),  each  panel  of  names  sub¬ 
mitted  in  accordance  with  the  aforemen¬ 
tioned  paragraphs  shall  contain  at  least  one 
name  more  than  the  number  of  vacancies. 

(d)  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in 
the  official  position  from  which  originally 
appointed  under  section  3(a),  his  place  on 
the  Commission  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
vacant. 

(e)  Twelve  members  of  the  Commission 
shall  constitute  a  quorum,  two  or  more  mem¬ 
bers  shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  conducting  hearings. 

DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 


POWERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  Commission,  any  sub¬ 
committee  or  members  thereof,  may,  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  hold  such  hearings,  take  such 
testimony,  and  sit  and  act  at  such  times 
and  places  as  the  Commission  deems  advis¬ 
able.  Any  member  of  the  Commission  may 
administer  oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses 
appearing  before  the  Commission  or  any  sub¬ 
committee  or  members  thereof. 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instru¬ 
mentality  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government,  including  independent  agen¬ 
cies,  is  'authorized  and  directed  to  furnish 
to  the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by 
the  Chairman  or  Vice  Chairman,  such  in¬ 
formation  as  the  Commission  deems  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this 
Act. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to 
appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of  and  remove 
a  Staff  Director  without  regard  to  the  civil 
service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949.  Such  appointment  shall  be  macfe  solely 


on  the  basis  of  fitness  to  perform  the  duties 
of  the  position  and  without  regard  to  po¬ 
litical  affiliation. 

(d)  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  may  be  adopted  by  the  Commission,  the 
Chairman,  without  regard  to  the  civil  serv¬ 
ice  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
and  without  reference  to  political  affiliation, 
shall  have  the  power — 

(1)  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of 
and  remove  such  other  personnel  as  he  deems 
necessary 

(2)  to  procure  temporary  and '  intermit¬ 
tent  services  to  the  same  extent  as  is  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  15  of  the  Administrative 
Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  but  at 
rates  not  to  exceed  $50  a  day  for  individuals. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
Act,  persons  in  the  employ  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  under  subsections  (c)  and  (d)(1)  of 
this  section  shall  be  considered  to  be  Federal 
employees  for  all  purposes,  including — 

(1)  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  2251-2267), 

(2)  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Life  In¬ 
surance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
2091-2103), 

(3)  annual  and  sick  leave,  and 

(4)  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  835-842) . 

(f)  No  individual  employed  in  the  service 
of  the  Commission  shall  be  paid  compensa¬ 
tion  for  such  employment  at  a  rate  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $20,000  per  annum. 

COMPENSATION  OF  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission 
who  are  Members  of  Congress,  officers  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government, 
Governors,  or  full-time  salaried  officers  of 
city  and  county  governments  shall  serve 
without  compensation  in  addition  to  that 
received  in  their  regular  public  employment, 
but  shall  be  allowed  necessary  travel  ex¬ 
penses,  including  subsistence  (or,  in  the 
alternative,  a  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsist¬ 
ence  not  to  exceed  the  rate  prescribed  in  the 
Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended), 
without  regard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  835-842),  the 
Standardized  Government  Travel  Regula¬ 
tions,  or  section  10  of  the  Act  of  March  3, 
1933  (5  U.S.C.  73b),  and  other  necessary  ex¬ 
penses  incurred  by  them  in  the  performance 
of  duties  vested  in  the  Commission. 

(b)  Members  of  the  Commission,  other 
than  those  to  whom  subsection  (a)  is  appli¬ 
cable,  shall  receive  compensation  at  the  rate 
of  $50  per  day  for  each  day  they  are  engaged 
in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commission  and  shall  be  entitled 
to  reimbursement  for  travel,  subsistence,  and 
other  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  them 
in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commission,  as  provided  for  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Mrs.  DWYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman,  yield? 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mrs.  DWYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a 
pleasure  to  join  with  the  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations,  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Fountain]  in 
sponsoring  legislation  to  implement  one 
of  the  most  important  recommendations 
made  by  the  subcommittee  last  year 
after  its  extensive  study  of  the  function¬ 
ing  of  the  major  Federal  grant-in-aid 
programs. 

The  creation  of  a  permanent  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Re¬ 
lations  would  help  bring  order,  under¬ 


standing,  careful  planning,  and  more 
effective  control  into  the  complex  world 
of  Federal- State-local  relations. 

During  the  nearly  2  years  in  w’hich  I 
participated  in  the  subcommittee  study, 
I  was  frequently  surprised  and  con¬ 
cerned  at  the  absence  of  these  charac¬ 
teristics  in  many  of  the  operations  of  our 
Federal  system. 

Let  me  illustrate  briefly,  Mr.  Speaker : 

State  and  local  officials  often  had  no 
specific  information  as  to  how  proposed 
Federal  aid  programs  could  be  expected 
to  affect  their  States  or  localities. 

No  systematic  means  are  available 
whereby  Congress  or  the  executive 
branch,  should  new  programs  be  consid¬ 
ered  or  older  programs  be  amended,  can 
study  the  question  in  the  perspective  of 
the  whole  grant  system  or  can  readily 
obtain  current  information  as  to  the 
needs  and  views  of  States  and  munici¬ 
palities. 

Similarly,  no  systematic  provision  has 
been  made  for  periodic  review  of  grant 
programs,  to  determine  their  accom¬ 
plishments  and  the  extent  of  the  unmet 
needs,  or  to  consider  whether  or  not  the 
programs  should  be  continued. 

Despite  the  increasing  complexity  of 
our  society  and  its  economic  and  politi¬ 
cal  systems,  there  is  no  existing  machin¬ 
ery  whereby  improved  relations  between 
the  several  levels  of  government  can  be 
fostered  and  encouraged.  I  should  add 
that  the  subcommittee  found  wide  sup¬ 
port  for  some  such  form  of  continuing 
examination  of  the  Federal  system. 

There  is  insufficient  data  available  in¬ 
dicating  the  relative  fiscal  effort  being 
made  by  States  and  localities  in  areas 
of  present  or  proposed  Federal  grant 
programs — data  that  is  extremely  im¬ 
portant  in  formulating  or  reviewing 
Federal-aid  programs. 

Throughout  the  period  since  Federal- 
aid  programs  were  first  developed,  there 
has  been  a  wide  variation  in  program 
practices  and  standards — variations  that 
are  sometimes  illogical  and  difficult  to 
justify. 

The  proposed  Advisory  Commission, 
Mr.  Speaker,  can  contribute  greatly  to 
overcoming  these  shortcomings. 

Such  a  Commission  would  provide  a 
central  clearinghouse  for  information 
about  all  aspects  of  intergovernmental 
relations.  It  would  be  a  forum  for  dis¬ 
cussion  of  specific  problems  and  particu¬ 
lar  programs.  On  a  continuing  basis,  it 
would  give  specialized  attention  to  inter¬ 
governmental  problems,  promote  greater 
cooperation  among  Federal,  State  and 
local  units  of  government  in  approach¬ 
ing  the  solution  of  such  problems,  and 
in  general  would  provide  a  systematic 
means  for  encouraging  better  relations 
between  these  several  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment.' 

More  specifically,  the  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  would  be  authorized  by  the  bill 
to  study  and  investigate  particular  in¬ 
tergovernmental  problems.  It  would 
provide  technical  assistance  and  make 
reports  to  the  President  and  the  Con¬ 
gress.  It  would  recommend,  within  the 
framework  of  the  Constitution,  the  de¬ 
sirable  allocation  of  government  respon¬ 
sibilities  in  solving  particular  intergov¬ 
ernmental  problems.  It  would  review 
existing  grant  programs,  estimate  their 


Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Com¬ 
mission — 

(1)  To  engage  in  such  activities  and  to 
make  such  studies  and  investigations  as 
are  necessary  or  desirable  in  the  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section 
2  of  this  Act. 

(2)  To  consider,  on  its  own  initiative, 
ways  and  means  for  fostering  better  rela¬ 
tions  between  the  levels  of  government. 

(3)  To  submit  an  annual  report  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  on  or  before 
January  31st  of  each  year.  The  Commission 
may  also  submit  such  additional  reports  to 
the  President,  to  the  Congress  or  any  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of 
Government  or  organization  as  the  Commis¬ 
sion  may  deem  appropriate. 
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achievements  and  suggest 
changes.  It  would  be  a  source  of  data 
and  information  of  all  kinds  relevant 
to  an  understanding  of  the  operations 
of  our  Federal  system. 

Perhaps  most  important,  Mr.  Speaker, 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


May  6 


future  !  (The  article  follows:) 

Interposition:  The  Neglected  Weapon 
(By  Drew  L.  Smith,  member  of  the  Louisiana 
Bar,  New  Orleans) 

(In  view  of  the  successful  northern  use  of 
interposition,  and  the  successful  and  effective 
employment  of  interposition  in  the  South, 
the  Governors  of  the  Southern  States  should 


the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergov 
ernmental  Relations  would  be  composed 
of  active,  responsible  officials  of  govern-  immediately  utilize  the  resolutions  deciara- 
of  oil  lovok  This  fact,  would  fin-  tions,  and  acts  of  interposition  made  avail- 


ment  at  all  levels.  This  fact  would  en 
courage  more  meaningful  discussions 
and  provide  a  more  realistic  basis  for 
promoting  better  relations  between  the 
Federal,  State,  county  and  local  govern¬ 
ments.  As  a  forum  for  critical  analysis 
of  existing  programs  and  their  admin¬ 
istration,  the  Commission  would  serve  a 
real  need.  And  by  encouraging  discus¬ 
sion  and  consideration  at  an  early  stage 
of  potential  future  problems,  the  Com¬ 
mission  would  provide  a  means  of  en¬ 
suring  more  orderly  and  informed  and 
coordinated  handling  of  intergovern¬ 
mental  problems  at  the  proper  time. 

The  subcommittee’s  extensive  experi¬ 
ence,  Mr.  Speaker,  convinces  me  that 
the  Advisory  Commission  we  propose  to¬ 
day  would  constitute  a  constructive 
force  in  protecting  and  strengthening 
the  Federal  system  of  Government  to 
which  we  all  subscribe. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  New  Jersey.  She  has  con¬ 
tributed  much  help  to  the  committee 
which  I  have  the  honor  to  chairman. 
She  has  traveled  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try  with  us  in  getting  information  which 
has  resulted  in  the  introduction  of  this 
legislation. 


INTERPOSITION:  THE  NEGLECTED 
WEAPON 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
April  23  I  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  my  remarks  in  the  Appendix  of  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  matter, 
which  appears  on  page  A3365  of  the 
Record  of  April  23.  However,  through 
inadvertence  on  the  part  of  the  printer, 
the  following  portion  was  omitted: 

In  view  of  the  successful  northern  use  of 
interposition,  and  the  successful  and  effective 
employment  of  interposition  in  the  South, 
the  Governors  of  the  Southern  States  should 
immediately  utilize  the  resolutions,  declara¬ 
tions,  and  acts  of  interposition  made  avail-, 
able  to  them  by  the  legislatures,  or  the  pec )/ 
pie,  of  their  respective  States. 

Certainly  the  legislatures,  or  the  people, 
of  the  various  States  that  passed  resolutions 
of  interposition  did  not  do  so  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  allowing  them  to  remain  infused  as 
meaningless  gestures  in  this  fundamental 
struggle  to  maintain  the  balance  between 
Federal  and  State  power. 

Interposition  is  indeed  /he  neglected 
weapon,  not  to  be  used  to  det$  Federal  power, 
but  to  contain  that  power/within  its  proper 
constitutional  limits,  so  that  our  State  sov¬ 
ereignties  may  be  preserved  as  the  best  guar¬ 
antee  of  our  constitutional  freedoms  in  this 
great  Republic.  / 

Mr.  Speaker,  L  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  extend  my  remarks  and  to  include  the 
entire  article/ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

Ther£  was  no  objection. 
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able  to  them  by  the  legislatures,  or  the  peo¬ 
ple,  of  their  respective  States.  Certainly  the 
legislatures,  or  the  people,  of  the  various 
States  that  passed  resolutions  of  interposi¬ 
tion  did  not  do  so  for  the  purpose  of  allowing 
them  to  remain  unused  as  meaningless  ges¬ 
tures  in  this  fundamental  struggle  to  main¬ 
tain  the  balance  between  Federal  and  State 
power.  Interposition  is  indeed  the  neglected 
weapon,  not  to  be  used  to  defy  Federal  power, 
but  to  contain  that  power  within  its  proper 
constitutional  limits,  so  that  our  State  sov¬ 
ereignties  may  be  preserved  as  the  best  guar¬ 
antee  of  our  constitutional  freedoms  in  this 
great  Republic.) 

As  a  result  of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  deci¬ 
sion  of  May  17,  1954,  invalidating  segregation 
In  the  public  schools  of  the  Nation,  the 
puthern  States,  with  approximately  three- 
foUrths  of  the  Negroes  in  this  country,  have 
beeh  thrown  into  such  turmoil  as  they  have 
not  smown  since  the  dark  days  of  Recon¬ 
struction. 

Once  ggain  the  power  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  \s  being  employed  to  coerce  jme 
South  intcoeccepting  racial  integration  in  all 
public  institutions. 

Since  the  enunciation  of  the  ab cafe  deci¬ 
sion  the  SouthMi as  determinedly  sought  to 
find  a  legal  sortdiion  to  contaist  the  race 
problem  within  the  bounds  of/segregation, 
so  arduolously  developed  ov§r  the  genera¬ 
tions. 

This  is  being  done  iikord/r  that  the  white 
and  Negro  people  of  tips'  region  may  con¬ 
tinue  to  live  together  iA a  peaceful  basis, 
and  in  order  that  the  /aciaV  integrity  of  the 
two  races  may  be  pefpetuatHd  for  the  gen¬ 
eral  welfare  of  all  Concerned' 

Indeed,  it  is  also  being  doneViot  just  for 
these  purposes  /lone,  but  to  preserve  the 
principles  of  /states  rights  and  ''constitu¬ 
tional  government  for  all  people  everywhere 
in  this  Natjon. 

INTERPOSITION 

In  he/  search  for  a  means  to  accomplish 
this  there  suddenly  appeared  on  the  horizoV 
the  Word  “interposition.”  Editors  and  pub¬ 
lishers  throughout  the  South,  and  some  in 
the  North,  thoroughly  explained  in  many 
Editorials  how  individual  States,  among 
’them  some  Northern  States,  in  many  in¬ 
stances,  had  successfully  interposed  the 
State’s  power  to  protect  the  people  of  the 
State  from  an  unconstitutional  act  of  any 
branch  of  the  Federal  Government. 

One  of  the  best  examples  of  interposition 
came  from  the  North,  and  we  may  refer 
with  profit  to  what -happened  in  the  State 
of  Wisconsin  concerning  fugitive  slaves. 

Under  the  Federal  Fugitive  Slave  Act  of 
September  18,  1850,  U.S.  marshals  were  em¬ 
powered  to  arrest  fugitive  slaves  in  any  of 
the  States  of  the  Union  and  return  them  to 
their  former  masters.  Sherman  Booth,  a 
Wisconsin  editor,  was  charged  under  this  act 
with  unlawfully  aiding  a  fugitive  slave  from 
Missouri  to  escape  from  the  lawful  custody 
of  a  U.S.  marshal.  Booth  applied  for  a  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  to  the  Supreme  Court  vof 
Wisconsin,1  alleging  in  his  application  that 
the  Fugitive  Slave  Act  under  which  he  was 
arrested  and  imprisoned  was  unconstitu-, 
tional  and  void. 

1  In  re  Booth  (3  Wis.  1) . 


The  language  of  the  Court  in  declaring 
the  act  unconstitutional,  and  the  freeing  of 
Booth  from  custody,  is  such  a  forceful  pres-y 
entation  of  States  rights  and  so  appropriat 
and  timely  to  the  segregation  problem  in  t)ae 
South  today,  that  it  is  quoted  from  exten¬ 
sively,  as  follows: 

“Justice  Smith.  I  would  gladly  /escape 
from  deciding  upon  a  question  so /grave  as 
to  whether  the  act  of  Congress  is  uncon¬ 
stitutional  and  void,  but  I  beli/ve  the  last 
hope  of  free,  representative  an 4  responsible 
government  rests  upon  thar  State  sover¬ 
eignties,  and  fidelity  of  State- officers  to  their 
double  allegiance  to  the  State  and  Federal 
Government.  To  yield  a/quiescence  in,  and 
support  to,  every  powej/constitutionally  ex¬ 
ercised  by  the  Federal  Government,  is  the 
sworn  duty  of  every'  State  officer,  but  it  is 
equally  his  duty  to  interpose  a  resistance 
to  the  extent  of  his  power,  to  every  assump¬ 
tion  of  power  An  the  part  of  the  Federal 
Government,  Which  is  not  expressly  granted 
or  necessarily  implied  in  the  Federal  Con¬ 
stitution. 

“Nor  cAi  I  yield  to  the  doctrine  early 
broaches/  but  as  early  repudiated,  that  any 
one  department  of  the  Government  is  consti- 
tutec/the  final  and  exclusive  judge  of  its  own 
delegated  powers.  No  such  tribunal  has  been 
ci/ated  by  the  fundamental  law. 

“The  judicial  department  of  the  Federal 
^Government  is  the  creature  by  compact  of  the 
States,  as  sovereignties,  and  their  respective 
people.  That  department  can  exercise  no 
power  not  delegated  to  it.  All  power  not 
delegated,  and  not  prohibited  to  the  States, 
the  States  have  expressly  reserved  to  them¬ 
selves  and  to  the  people.  To  admit  that  the 
Federal  judiciary  is  the  sole  and  exclusive 
judge  or  its  own  powers  and  the  extent  of  the 
authority  delegated,  is  virtually  to  admit  that 
the  same  unlimited  power  may  be  exercised 
by  every  other  department  of  the  General 
Government,  both  legislative  and  executive, 
because  each  is  independent  of,  and-  coordi¬ 
nate  with  the  other.  Neither  has  any  power 
but  such  as  the  States  and  their  respective 
people  have  delegated  and  all  power  not 
delegated  remains  with  the  States  and  the 
people  thereof.  The  power  of  the  Federal 
Government  depends  solely  upon  what  the 
States  have  granted. 

“I  solemnly  believe  that  the  last  hope  of 
free  representative  and  Federal  Government 
rests  with  the  States.  Increase  of  influence 
and  patronage  on  the  part  of  the  Federal 
Government,  naturally  leads  to  consolidation, 
consolidation  to  despotism  and  ultimate  an- 
varchy,  dissolution  and  all  its  attendant  evils. 

Without  the  States  there  can  be  no  Union, 
t\e  abrogation  of  State  soverignty  is  not  a 
dissolution  of  the  Union  but  an  abrogation 
of  ite  elements. 

“Thk  Constitution  not  only  confers  powers 
upon  the  Federal  Government  but  it  guar¬ 
antees  rights  to  the  States  and  to  the  citi¬ 
zens.  TheyStates  derive  not  one  single  at¬ 
tribute  of  power  or  sovereignty  from  the 
Constitution^^:  the  United  States.  They 
were  preexisting  sovereignties.  The  Federal 
Government  is  one  of  the  delegated  powers, 
the  State  government  is' one  of  inherent  or 
reserved  powers;  the  former  competent  to 
act  only  within  the*,  sphere  prescribed  by 
the  Constitution,  theVlatter  exercising  all 
the  functions  of  sovereignty  not  delegated 
or  relinquished  by  that  Instrument.  A  ju¬ 
dicial  determination  without  the  constitu¬ 
tional  sphere  would  be  no  jpdSmeht  or  de¬ 
cree.” 

Following  the  above  decision.  Booth  was 
again  charged  and  convicted  ih.  the  U.S. 
District  Court  in  1855,  and  once  again  was 
freed  by  the  Wisconsin  Supremdv  Court. 
Later  in  the  year  the  U.S.  SupremiNcourt 
issued  a  writ  of  error  which  the  Wisconsin 
Supreme  Court  ignored,  even  refusinggto 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  21, 1959 

Mr.  Muskie  (for  himself,  Mr.  Humphrey,  Mr.  Ervin,  Mr.  Case  of  New  Jersey, 
Mr.  McCarthy,  Mr.  Hartke,  Mr.  Cooper,  Mr.  Ranger,  Mr.  Neuberger, 
Mr.  Engle,  Mr.  Moss,  Mr.  Mansfield,  Mr.  Javits,  Mr.  Douglas,  Mr. 
Jordan,  Mr.  Proxmire,  Mr.  Byrd  of  West  Virginia,  Mr.  Randolph,  Mr. 
McGee,  Mr.  Williams  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Murray,  Mr.  Prouty,  Mrs. 
Smith,  and  Mr.  Kefauver)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read 
twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations 


A  BILL 

To  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 

Relations. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

4  RELATIONS 

5  Section  1.  There  is  hereby  established  a  permanent 

6  bipartisan  commission  to  be  known  as  the  Advisory  Commis- 

V 

7  sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  herinafter  referred  to 

8  as  the  “Commission”. 

9  DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

10  Sec.  2.  Because  the  complexity  of  modern  life  intensifies 

11  the  need  in  a  federal  form  of  government  for  the  fullest  co- 
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operation  and  coordination  of  activities  between  the  levels 
of  government,  and  because  population  growth  and  scientific 
developments  portend  an  increasingly  complex  society  in 
future  years,  it  is  essential  that  an  appropriate  agency  be 
established  to  give  continuing  attention  to  intergovernmental 
problems. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in  the  performance 
of  its  duties,  will — 

(1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the  Federal, 
State,  and  local  governments  for  the  consideration  of 
common  problems; 

(2)  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  coordination  of  Federal  grant  and  other  pro¬ 
grams  requiring  intergovernmental  cooperation; 

(3)  give  critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and 
controls  involved  in  the  administration  of  Federal  grant 
programs ; 

(4)  make  available  technical  assistance  to  the 
executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  review  of  proposed  legislation  to  deter¬ 
mine  its  overall  effect  on  the  Federal  system; 

(5)  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an  early 
stage  of  emerging  public  problems  that  are  likely  to 
require  intergovernmental  cooperation,  and 
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(6)  recommend,  within  the  framework  of  the 
Constitution,  the  most  desirable  allocation  of  govern¬ 
mental  functions  and  responsibilities  among  the  several 
levels  of  government. 

MEMBERSHIP  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed  of 
twenty-four  members,  as  follows: 

(1)  Six  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  three  of  whom  shall  be  officers  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government,  and  three  private  citizens,  all 
of  whom  shall  have  had  experience  or  familiaritv  with 

•j 

relations  between  the  levels  of  government; 

(2)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Senate, 
who  shall  be  Members  of  the  Senate; 

(3)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Pepresentatives,  who  shall  be  Members  of  the  House; 

(4)  Pour  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at 

\ 

least  six  Governors  submitted  by  the  Governors’  conference; 

(5)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel 
of  at  least  five  members  of  State  legislative  bodies  submitted 
by  the  hoard  of  managers  of  the  Council  of  State  Govern¬ 
ments; 

(6)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of 
at  least  six  mayors  submitted  jointly  by  the  American 
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Municipal  Association  and  the  United  States  Conference  of 
Mayors ; 

( 7 )  One  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at 
least  two  elected  county  officers  submitted  by  the  National 
Association  of  County  Officials. 

(b)  The  members  appointed  from  private  life  under 
paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be  appointed  with¬ 
out  regard  to  political  affiliation;  of  each  class  of  members 
enumerated  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a), 
two  shall  be  from  the  majority  party  of  the  respective  houses ; 
of  each  class  of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs  (4), 
(5) ,  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a)1,  not  more  than  two  shall  be 
from  any  one  political  party;  of  each  class  of  members 
enumerated  in  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a), 
not  more  than  one  shall  be  from  any  one  State;  at  least  two 
of  the  appointees  under  paragraph  (6)  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  from  cities  under  five  hundred  thousand  population. 

(c)  The  term  of  office  of  each  member  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  shall  he  two  years,  hut  members  shall  be  eligible  for 
reappointment. 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 
Sec.  4.  (a)  The  President  shall  convene  the  Commis¬ 
sion  within  ninety  days  following  enactment  of  this  Act  at 
such  time  and  place  as  lie  may  designate  for  the  Commis¬ 
sion  s  initial  meeting.  The  President,  or  his  designee,  shall 
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serve  as  the  Commission’s  temporary  Chairman  pending 
the  election  of  a  permanent  Chairman. 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  elect  a  Chairman  and  a  Vice 
Chairman  from  among  its  members. 

(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the  Commission 
shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the  original 
appointment  was  made;  except  that  where  the  number  of 
vacancies  is  fewer  than  the  number  of  members  specified  in 
paragraphs  4,  5,  and  6  of  section  3  (a) ,  each  panel  of  names 

submitted  in  accordance  with  the  aforementioned  paragraphs 

/ 

shall  contain  at  least  one  name  more  than  the  number  of 
vacancies. 

(d)  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in  the  official 
position  from  which  originally  appointed  under  section  3(a), 
his  place  on  the  Commission  shall  be  deemed  to  be  vacant. 

(e)  Twelve  members  of  the  Commission  shall  constitute 
a  quorum,  but  two  or  more  members  shall  constitute  a 
quorum  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  hearings. 

DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 
Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Commission— 

( 1 )  to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to  make  such 
studies  and  investigations  as  are  necessary  or  desirable 
in  the  accomplishment  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section 
2  of  this  Act; 

(2)  to  consider,  on  its  own  initiative,  ways  and 
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means  for  fostering  better  relations  between  the  levels 
of  government; 

(3)  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the  President 
and  the  Congress  on  or  before  January  31  of  each 
year.  The  Commission  may  also  submit  such  additional 
reports  to  the  President,  to  the  Congress  or  any  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of  government  or 
organization  as  the  Commission  may  deem  appropriate. 

POWERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the  authorization 
of  the  Commission,  any  subcommittee  or  members  thereof, 
may,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  hold  such  hearings,  take  such  testimony,  and  sit  and 
act  at  such  times  and  places  as  the  Commission  deems  advis¬ 
able.  Any  member  of  the  Commission  may  administer 
oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses  appearing  before  the  Com- 
3^  subcommittee  or  members  thereof. 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instrumentality  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  including  inde¬ 
pendent  agencies,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  furnish  to 
the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by  the  Chairman  or 
Vice  Chairman,  such  information  as  the  Commission  deems 
necessary  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to  appoint,  fix 
the  compensation  of,  and  remove  a  staff  director  without  re- 
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gard  to  the  civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949.  Such  appointment  shall  be  made  solely  on  the  basis 
of  fitness  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  position  and  without 
regard  to  political  affiliation. 

(d)  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be 
adopted  by  the  Commission,  the  Chairman,  without  regard 
to  the  civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
and  without  reference  to  political  affiliation,  shall  have  the 
power — 

( 1 )  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of,  and  remove 
such  other  personnel  as  he  deems  necessary 

(2)  to  procure  temporary  and  intermittent  services 
to  the  same  extent  as  is  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) 
but  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50  a  day  for  individuals. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  persons 
in  the  employ  of  the  Commission  under  subsections  (c)  and 
(d)  (1)  of  this  section  sha)l  be  considered  to  be  Federal 

employees  for  all  purposes',  including — 

/ 

(1)  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  2251-2267), 

(2)  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Life  Insurance 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2091-2103) , 

(3)  annual  and  sick  leave,  and 
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1  (4)  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 

2  (5  U.S.C.  835-842). 

3  (f)  No  individual  employed  in  the  service  of  the  Com- 

4  mission  shall  be  paid  compensation  for  such  employment  at 

5  a  rate  in  excess  of  $20,000  per  annum. 

6  COMPENSATION  OF  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

7  Sec.  7.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are  Mem- 

8  bers  of  Congress,  officers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 

9  Federal  Government,  Governors,  or  full-time  salaried  officers 
10  of  city  and  county  governments  shall  serve  without  com¬ 
il  pensation  in  addition  to  that  received  in  their  regular  public 

12  employment,  but  shall  be  allowed  necessary  travel  expenses, 

13  including  subsistence  (or,  in  the  alternative,  a  per  diem  in 

14  lieu  of  subsistence  not  to  exceed  the  rate  prescribed  in  the 

15  Travel  Expense  Acf;  of  1949,  as  amended) ,  without  regard 

16  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 

17  835-842 ) ,  the  Standardized  Government  Travel  Regulations, 

18  or  section  10  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1933  (5  U.S.C.  73b) , 

19  and  other  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the  per- 

20  formance  of  duties  vested  in  the  Commission. 

21  (b)  Members  of  the  Commission,  other  than  those  to 

22  whom  subsection  (a)  is  applicable,  shall  receive  compen- 

23  sation  at  the  rate  of  $50  per  day  for  each  day  they  are 

24  engaged  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of 

25  the  Commission  and  shall  be  entitled  to  reimbursement  for 
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1  travel,  subsistence,  and  other  necessary  expenses  incurred 

2  by  them  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of 

3  the  Commission,  as  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 

4  section. 

5  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

6  Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 

7  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 

8  this  Act. 
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By  Mr.  PROXMIRE  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Douglas,  Mr.  Clark,  Mr.  Humphrey, 
S,  Mr.  Hennings,  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Mc- 

\  Namara,  Mr.  Lausche,  Mr.  Carroll, 
and  Mr.  youNG  of  Ohio) : 
sNp37.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev¬ 
enue  ^Code  of  1954  to  provide  graduated 
rates  oi  percentage  depletion  for  oil  and 
gas  wellA  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

-"(See  theVemarks  of  Mr.  Proxmire  when  he 
introduced  flhe  above  bill,  which  appear  un¬ 
der  a  separatXheading.) 

By  Mr.  PROXMIRE  (for  himself,  Mr. 
DouglasVMt.  Clark,  and  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy)  \ 

S.  2038.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev¬ 
enue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  for  withholding 
of  tax  at  source  on  interest  and  dividends; 
to  the  Committee  on  Firance. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr  JProxmire  when  he 
introduced  the  above  bill,  wiich  appear  un¬ 
der  a  separate  heading.)  \  • 

By  Mr.  CLARK  (for  himSelf,  Mr.  Doug¬ 
las,  Mr.  Proxmire,  ancrSMr.  McCar¬ 
thy)  r  \ 

S.  2039.  A- bill  to  amend  the  Intelmal  Rev¬ 
enue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  for  additional 
information  on  certain  returns;  to  the\Com- 
mittee  on  Finance.  \ 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Clark  wh enSiie 
introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear  u\- 
der  a  separate  heading.)  \ 

By  Mr.  CLARK  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Douglas,  Mr.  Proxmire,  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy,  and  Mr.  Muskie)  : 

S.  2040.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  Code  of  1954  to  prohibit  the  deduction  of 
certain  expenditures  as  trade  or  business  ex¬ 
penses;  to  the  Committee*  on  Finance. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Clark  when  he 
introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear  under 
a  separate  heading.) 


RESOLUTION 

Mr.  JAVITS  submitted  a  resolution  (S. 
Res.  123)  prescribing  rules  for  the  stand-  J 
ing,  select,  or  special  committees  and  sub¬ 
committees  of  the  Senate,  which  was 
'  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration. 

(See  the  above  resolution  printed  in! 
full  when  submitted  by  Mr.  Javits,  which  j 
appears  under  a  separate  heading.) 

_  — . . J 

ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTER¬ 
GOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  one  of 
the  unique  contributions  which  America 
has  made  to  the  art  of  government  is 
the  Federal  system.  It  served,  in  the 
first  instance,  in  the  Constitutional  Con¬ 
vention,  as  a  practical  compromise  be- 
'  tween  those  who  believed  in  a  strong 
central  government  and  those  who  be¬ 
lieved  in  a 'loose  federation  of  auton¬ 
omous  States.  It  has  served  since  that 
time  as  a  practical  means  for  govern¬ 
ing  a  varied  population  spread  out  over 
a  large  land  area.  It  is  based  on  the 
premise  that  strong  local  self-govern¬ 
ment  is  essential  in  a  democratic  society. 
At  the  same  time,  it  has  enabled  us  to 
deal  with  the  emerging  problems  of  an 
increasingly  complex  industrial  and  ur¬ 
ban  society  as  we  have  realistically  ad¬ 
justed  to  the  functions  of  each  of  the 
three  levels  of  government  to  the  nature 
and  scope  of  the  problems. 

I  happen  to  believe  that  a  well-bal- 
^  anced  Federal  system  is  essential  to 
broad-based  participation  by  our  citi¬ 
zens  in  the  processes  of  government; 
and  that  such  participation  is  a  condi¬ 


tion  to  the  preservation  of  our  demo¬ 
cratic  institutions.  However,  such  a 
balance  cannot  remain  static.  The  19th 
century  balance  of  functions  as  between 
the  three  levels  of  government  would  not 
work  today.  And  tomorrow’s  balance 
will  depend  upon  the  problems  with 
which  we  will  find  it  necessary  to  deal. 

Moreover,  the  three  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment  are  not  separate  compartments 
insulated  from  each  other.  The  prob¬ 
lems  with  which  each  level  is  concerned, 
the  services  which  each  renders,  are  all 
part  of  our  national  economic,  social, 
and  political  fabric.  There  are  areas  of 
exclusive  jurisdiction  by  one  level  of 
government.  There  are  areas  of  par¬ 
allel  activities.  There  are  areas  of  co¬ 
operative  effort. 

The  growth  of  our  population,  its  in¬ 
creasing  concentration  in  urban  areas, 
the  increasing  complexity  of  our  econ¬ 
omy  and  our -society  as  a  result  of  the 
industrial  revolution,  have  inevitably 
resulted  in  the  growth  of  government 
itself.  The  resulting  regulatory  activi¬ 
ties  and  governmental  services  have  de¬ 
veloped  within  the  framewbrk  of  the 
Federal  system  and  have  accrued  to  var¬ 
ious  levels  of  government,  in  accordance 
with  the  pressures  of  varying  times  and 
circumstances. 

The  division  of  responsibilities  thus 
gradually  established  has  been  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  scrutiny  and  controversy  for  the 
past  half  century.  There  are,  of  course, 
strongly  held  differences  of  opinion  as  to 
whether  certain  functions  are  assigned 
to  the  proper  level  of  government.  Not¬ 
withstanding  these  differences  of  opin¬ 
ion,  and  however  they  may  be  resolved, 
we  face  the  fact  that  the  Federal  sys¬ 
tem  is  performing  today’s  governmental 
chores  and  that  it  is  not  doing  so  in  all 
instances  as  effectively  and  efficiently 
as  it  might.  As  I  have  said,  this  has 
been  a  subject  of  considerable  study  for 
some  time.  One  such  study  was  made 
by  the  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations,  also  known  as  the  < 
Kestnbaum  Commission,  which  was 
established  by  the  Congress  in  1953  and 
which  issued  its  final  report  in  June 
1955.  That  study  was  concerned  chiefly 
with  an  evaluation  of  the  philosophy 
and  principles  of  federalism. 

Another  recent  study,  which  is  still  in 
progress,  is  being  conducted  by  the 
Joint  Federal-State  Action  Committee 
which  was  organized  pursuant  to  a  rec¬ 
ommendation  by  the  President  made  to 
the  Governors’  conference  on  June  24, 
1957.  The  express  purpose  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee,  made  up  of  Governors  and  Fed¬ 
eral  officials,  is  to  designate  grant-aided 
functions  which  States  are  ready  and 
willing  to  assume  and  to  determine 
revenue  adjustments  needed  to  enable 
States  to  assume  such  functions. 

A  third  study,  conducted  by  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  Subcommittee  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  under  the  chairmanship  of 
Congressman  L.  'H.  Fountain,  of  North 
Carolina,  has  been  giving  particular  at¬ 
tention  to  the  report  of  the  Kestnbaum 
Commission,  giving  special  emphasis  to 
the  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs. 

That  subcommittee  transmitted  its  ex¬ 
cellent  report  to  the  House  on  August  8, 
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1958.  The  report  concluded  that  it  is 
now  desirable  to  concentrate  on  the 
practical  and  continuing  problem  of 
seeking  to  improve  the  operation  of  our 
Federal  system,  and  particularly  the  de¬ 
sign  and  consistency  of  the  innumerable 
Federal  grants. 

To  provide  an  instrument  for  this  pur¬ 
pose,  I  am  today  introducing,  on  behalf 
of  myself  and  Senators  Humphrey, 
Ervin,  Case  of  New  Jersey,  McCarthy, 
Hartke,  and  Cooper,  a  bill  to  establish  an 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations.  The  proposed  Com¬ 
mission  would  not  duplicate  the  work  of 
either  the  Kestnbaum  Commission  or  the 
Joint  Federal-State  Action  Committee. 
Rather,  it  would  serve  as  a  central  clear¬ 
inghouse  for  information  on  all  aspects 
of  intergovernmental  relations;  it  would 
serve  as  a  forum  for  discussion  of  spe¬ 
cific  problems  and  particular  programs; 
it  would  give  specialized  attention,  on  a 
continuing  basis,  to  particular  inter¬ 
governmental  problems  with  a  view  to 
promoting  greater  cooperation  among 
the  various  levels  of  government  and 
providing  a  systematic  means  for  en¬ 
couraging  better  relations  among  them. 
It  would  provide  technical  assistance  and 
make  recommendations  as  to  the  desir¬ 
able  allocation  of  government  responsi¬ 
bilities  and  solving  particular  inter¬ 
governmental  problems,  with  particular 
reference  to  emerging  problems.  It 
would  undertake  to  review  existing  grant 
programs  with  a  view  to  evaluation  of 
their  achievements  and  suggesting  the 
directions  in  which  they  should  move. 

This  bill  is  identical  to  H.R.  6904, 
which  was  introduced  in  the  House  by 
Representative  Fountain  and  to  a  com¬ 
panion  bill,  H.R.  6905,  which  was  intro¬ 
duced  by  Representative  Florence  P. 
Dwyer,  the  ranking  minority  member  on 
the  Fountain  subcommittee. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill,  and  the  func¬ 
tion  of  the  proposed  Commission,  might 
be  illustrated  by  brief  reference  to  some 
of  the  specific  problems  which  were  pin¬ 
pointed  by  the  Fountain  subcommittee 
in  its  report: 

First.  Because  grant  proposals  have 
emerged  from  various  and  sundry 
sources,  almost  inevitably  features  have 
been  adopted  in  individual  programs 
which  tend  to  weaken  the  grant  struc¬ 
ture  as  a  whole. 

Second.  Features  such  as  provision  for 
judicial  reivew  of  Federal  administra¬ 
tive  decisions  and  the  degree  of  equali¬ 
zation  contained  in  grant  formulas  vary 
considerably  between  grant  programs. 

Third.  Increasingly,  State  per  capita 
personal  income  is  used  as  an  element 
in  grant  formulas,  and  there  appears  to 
be  a  need  for  a  reexamination  of  the 
soundness  of  such  a  criterion  in  terms 
of  achieving  program  objectives. 

Fourth.  State  and  local  officials  ought 
to  have  specific  information  as  to  how 
proposed  Federal  aid  programs  could  be 
expected  to  affect  their  States  or  lo¬ 
calities. 

Fifth.  As  consideration  is  given  to  new 
programs  or  the  amendment  of  old  pro¬ 
grams,  there  is  a  need  for  some  means 
of  studying  such  proposals  in  the  per¬ 
spective  of  the  whole  grant  system  and 
of  obtaining  current  information  as  to 
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the  needs  and  views  of  States  and  mu¬ 
nicipalities. 

Sixth.  There  is  a  need  for  periodic 
review  of  grant  programs  in  order  to 
determine  their  accomplishments  and 
the  extent  of  unmet  needs  or  to  con¬ 
sider  whether  or  not  the  programs 
should  be  continued. 

Seventh.  There  is  insufficient  data 
available  indicating  the  relative  fiscal 
effort  being  made  by  States  and  locali¬ 
ties  in  areas  of  present  or  proposed 
Federal  grant  programs. 

Eighth.  There  is  a  wide  variation  in 
program  practices  and  standards. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  commend  the  outstanding  report  of 
the  Fountain  subcommittee.  My  inter¬ 
est  in  the  subject  originates  with  my 
experiences  as  Governor  of  Maine  and 
my  firm  conviction  that  effective  and  ef¬ 
ficient  government  requires  that  we  work 
constantly  in  the  job  of  improving  rela¬ 
tionships  between  the  three  levels  of 
government. 

Mr.  President,  I  introduce  the  bill  for 
appropriate  reference  and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  bill  may  be 
printed  in  the  Record  for  the  conven¬ 
ience  of  my  colleagues,  and  that  it  be 
held  at  the  desk  for  1  week,  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  other  Senators  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  cosponsor  it  if  they  so  de¬ 
sire. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  and  appropriately  referred ; 
and,  without  objection,  the  bill  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  and  will  lie  on 
the  desk  as  requested  by  the  Senator 
from  Maine. 

The  bill  (S.  2026)  to  establish  an  Ad¬ 
visory  Commission  on  Intergovernmen¬ 
tal  Relations,  introduced  by  Mr.  Muskie 
(for  himself  and  other  Senators),  was 
received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Op¬ 
erations,  and  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
RELATIONS 

Section  1.  There  is  hereby  established  a 
permanent  bipartisan  commission  to  be 
known  as  the  Advisory  Commission  on  In¬ 
tergovernmental  Relations,  hereinafter  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  “Commission". 

DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  Because  the  complexity  of  modern 
life  intensifies  the  need  in  a  federal  form  of 
government  for  the  fullest  cooperation  and 
coordination  of  activities  between  the  levels 
of  government,  ami  because  population 
growth  and  scientific  developments  portend 
an  increasingly  complex  society  in  future 
years,  it  is  essential  that  an  appropriate 
agency  be  established  to  give  continuing  at¬ 
tention  to  intergovernmental  problems. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in  the 
performance  of  its  duties,  will — 

(1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the 
Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  for  the 
consideration  of  common  problems; 

(2)  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  ad¬ 
ministration  and  coordination  of  Federal 
grant  and  other  programs  requiring  inter¬ 
governmental  cooperation; 

(3)  give  critical  attention  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  and  controls  involved  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  Federal  grant  programs; 

(4)  make  available  technical  assistance  to 
the  executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the 


Federal  Government  in  the  review  of  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  to  determine,  its  overall  ef¬ 
fect  on  the  Federal  system; 

(5)  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an 
early  stage  of  emerging  public  problems  that 
are  likely  to  require  intergovernmental  co¬ 
operation;  and 

(6)  recommend,  within  the  framework  of 
the  Constitution,  the  most  desirable  alloca¬ 
tion  of  governmental  functions  and  respon¬ 
sibilities  among  the  several  levels  of  gov¬ 
ernment. 

MEMBERSHIP  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  com¬ 
posed  of  twenty-four  members,  as  follows: 

(1)  Six  appointed  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  three  of  whom  shall  be  of¬ 
ficers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  three  private  citizens,  all  of  whom 
shall  have  had  experience  or  familiarity  with 
relations  between  the  levels  of  government; 

(2)  Three  appointed  by  the 'President  of 
the  Senate,  who  shall  be  Members  of  the 
Senate; 

(3)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  who  shall  be  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House; 

(4)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  six  Governors  submitted 
by  the  Governors’  conference; 

(5)  Three  •appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  five  members  of  State 
legislative  bodies  submitted  by  the  board  of 
managers  of  the  Council  of  State  Govern¬ 
ments; 

(6)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  six  mayors  submitted 
jointly  by.  the  American  Municipal  Associa¬ 
tion  and  the  United  States  Conference  of 
Mayors; 

(7)  One  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  two  elected  county  officers 
submitted  by  the  National  Association  of 
County  Officials. 

(b)  The  members  appointed  from  private 
life  under  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  appointed  without  regard  to  political 
affiliation;  of  each  class  of  members  enumer¬ 
ated  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (a),  two  shall  be  from  the  majority 
party  of  the  respective  houses;  of  each  class 
of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs  (4), 
(5),  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a),  not  more 
than  two  shall  be  from  any  one  political 
party;  of  each  class  of  members  enumerated 
in  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a), 
not  more  than  one  shall  be  from  any  one 
State;  at  least  two  of  the  appointees  under 
paragraph  (6)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be 
from  cities  under  five  hundred  thousand 
population. 

(c)  The  term  of  office  of  each  member  of 
the  Commission  shall  be  two  years,  but 
members  shall  be  eligible  for  reappointment. 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  President  shall  convene 
the  Commission  within  ninety  days  following 
enactment  of  this  Act  at  such  time  and  place 
as  he  may  designate  for  the  Commission’s 
initial  meeting.  The  President,  or  his  desig¬ 
nee,  shall  serve  as  the  Commission’s  tempor¬ 
ary  Chairman  pending  the  election  of  a 
permanent  Chairman. 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  elect  a  Chair¬ 
man  and  a  Vice  Chairman  from  among  its 
members. 

(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the 
Commission  shall  be  filled  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  in  which  the  original  appointment  was 
made;  except  that  where  the  number  of 
vacancies  is  fewer  than  the  number  of  mem¬ 
bers  specified  in  paragraphs  4,  5,  and  6  of 
section  3(a),  each  panel  of  names  submitted 
in  accordance  with  the  aforementioned  para¬ 
graphs  shall  contain  at  least  one  name  more 
than  the  number  of  vacancies. 

(d)  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in 
the  official  position  from  which  originally  ap¬ 
pointed  under  section  3(a),  his  place  on  the 
Commission  shall  be  deemed  to  be  vacant. 


(e)  Twelve  members  of  the  Commission 
shall  constitute  a  quorum,  but  two  or  more 
members  shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  hearings. 

DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Com¬ 
mission — 

(1)  to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to 
make  such  studies  and  investigations  as  are 
necessary  or  desirable  in  the  accomplishment 
of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  2  of 
this  Act; 

(2)  to  consider,  on  its  own  initiative,  ways 
and  means  for  fostering  better  relations  be¬ 
tween  the  levels  of  government; 

(3)  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  on  or  before 
January  31  of  each  year.  The  Commission 
may  also  submit  such  additional  reports  to 
the  President,  to  the  Congress  or  any  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of 
government  or  organization  as  the  Commis¬ 
sion  may  deem  appropriate. 

POWERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  Commission,  any  subcom¬ 
mittee  or  members  thereof,  may,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  hold  such  hearings,  take  such  testimony, 
and  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and  places  as 
the  Commission  deems  advisable.  Any 
member  of  the  Commission  may  administer 
oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses  appearing 
before  the  Commission  or  any  subcommittee 
or  members  thereof. 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instru¬ 
mentality  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government,  including  independent  agen¬ 
cies,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  furnish 
to  the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by 
the  Chairman  or  Vice  Chairman,  such  in¬ 
formation  as  the  Commission  deems  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to 
appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of,  and  re¬ 
move  a  staff  director  without  regard  to  the 
civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act 
of  1949.  Such  appointment  shall  be  made 
solely  on  the  basis  of  fitness  to  perform  the 
duties  of  the  position  and  without  regard  to 
political  affiliation. 

(d)  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  may  be  adopted  by  the  Commission,  the 
Chairman,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service 
laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  and 
without  reference  to  political  affiliation,  shall 
have  the  power — 

(1)  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of, 
and  remove  such  other  personnel  as  he  deems 
necessary, 

(2)  to  procure  temporary  and  intermittent 
services  to  the  same  extent  as  is  authorized 
by  section  15  of  the  Administrative  Expenses 
Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  but  at  rates  not 
to  exceed  $50  a  day  for  individuals. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
Act,  persons  in  the  employ  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  under  subsections  (c)  and  (d)(1)  of 
this  section  shall  be  considerecJHo  be  Federal 
employees  for  all  purposes,  including — 

(1)  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  2251-2267), 

(2)  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Life  In¬ 
surance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5 -U.S.C. 
2091-2103), 

(3)  annual  and  sick  leave,  and 

(4)  the  Travel*’ Expense  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  835-842). 

(f)  No  individual  employed  in  the  service 
of  the  Commission  shall  be  paid  compensa¬ 
tion  for  such  employment  at  a  rate  in  excess 
of  $20,000  per  annum. 

COMPENSATION  OF  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission 
who  are  Members  of  Congress,  officers  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government, 
Governors,  or  full-time  salaried  officers  of 
city  and  county  governments  shall  serve 
without  compensation  in  addition  to  that 
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received  In  their  regular  public  employment, 
but  shall  be  allowed  necessary  travel  ex¬ 
penses,  including  subsistence  (or,  in  the 
alternative,  a  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence 
not  to  exceed  the  rate  prescribed  in  the 
Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended), 
without  regard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  835-842),  the 
Standardized  Government  Travel  Regula¬ 
tions,  or  section  10  of  the  Act  of  March  3, 
1933  (5  U.S.C.  73b),  and  other  necessary  ex¬ 
penses  incurred  by  them  in  the  performance 
of  duties  vested  in  the  Commission. 

(b)  Members  of  the  Commission,  other 
than  those  to  whom  subsection  (a)  is  ap¬ 
plicable,  shall  receive  compensation  at  "the 
rate  of  $50  per,  day  for  each  day  they  are 
engaged  in  the  performance  of  their  duties 
as  members  of  the  Commission  and  shall  be 
entitled  to  reimbursement  for  travel,  sub¬ 
sistence,  and  other  necessary  expenses  in¬ 
curred  by  them  in  the  performance  of  their 
duties  as  members  of  the  Commission,  as  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Mr.  CASE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  am  indeed  pleased  to  join  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Muskie]  and  other  Senators  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  in  sponsoring  a 
bill  to  establish  a  permanent  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Re¬ 
lations.  Identical  bills  have  been  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
by  Representative  L.  H.  Fountain,  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Intergovernmental  Relations 
^Subcommittee  of  the  House  Government 
Operations  Committee,  and  Representa¬ 
tive  Florence  P.  Dwyer,  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  on  the  subcommittee. 

Incidentally,  Representative  Dwyer  is 
the  occupant  of  the  seat  which  I  held 
for  a  number  of  years  in  the  House,  and 
which,  after  me,  was  held  by  my  col¬ 
league,  the  distinguished  junior  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams]. 

For  many  years  the  need  for  continu¬ 
ing  attention  to  the  problems  of  inter¬ 
governmental  relationships  has  been 
widely  recognized.  Under  our  Federal 
system  the  interrelation  of  Federal, 
State,  and  local  governmental  units  has 
presented,  throughout  our  histoiy,  prob¬ 
lems  of  great  magnitude.  The  rapid 
growth  of  grants-in-aid  and  other  co¬ 
operative  programs  in  recent  decades  has 
only  served  to  increase  the  complexity 
of  these  problems. 

In  an  effort  to  evaluate  and  improve 
the  numerous  activities  pertaining  to  in¬ 
tergovernmental  relations,  a  number  of 
excellent  studies  have  been  made  in  the 
past  on  the  subject,  notably  by  the  first 
Hoover  Commission  and  the  well-known 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Re¬ 
lations.  More  recently,  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations  com¬ 
pleted  an  intensive  3-year  survey 
throughout  the  country  drawing  to¬ 
gether  information  and  suggestions  from 
officials  at  all  levels  of  government. 

As  a  result  of  these  studies,  both  the 
Hoover  Commission  and  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations  have 
recommended  the  establishment  of  a 
continuing  agency  or  commission  on 
Federal-State  relations  with  primary  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  study,  information,  and 
guidance  in  this  field. 


The  bill  which  I  am  pleased  to  co¬ 
sponsor  today,  as  well  as  the  identical 
bills  already  introduced  in  the  House,  is 
a  direct  outgrowth  of  this  recommenda¬ 
tion. 

In  my  opinion,  the  establishment  of  a 
permanent  Advisory  Commission  on  In¬ 
tergovernmental  Relations  would  be  a 
significant  step  forward  in  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  our  Federal  system.  Our  Fed¬ 
eral  system  cannot  function  properly  if 
the  States  and  their  subdivisions  lose 
their  will  and  capacity  to  cope  with 
problems  traditionally  within  their  pur¬ 
view.  By  finding  better  and  more  effi¬ 
cient  methods  of  administering  and  con¬ 
trolling  cooperative  programs  between 
the  various  levels  of  Government,  the 
proposed  Commission  would  do  much  to 
preserve  the  health  of  our  States  and  to 
insure  the  continued  vitality  of  our  Fed¬ 
eral  system. 


PER  CAPITA  DISTRIBUTION  OF  CER¬ 
TAIN  INDIAN  FUNDS 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
introduce  a  bill  providing  for  the  n£r 
,  capita  distribution  of  funds  arising  from 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  Confederated 
tribe  of  Siletz  Indians  in  the  State  of 
Oregon,  and  I  ask  that  it  be  §#propri- 
atelynef  erred. 

In  1959  Congress  appropriated  in  a 
supplemental  appropriation  bill  a  sum 
of  $416,240.85,  which  represented  the  re¬ 
covery  made  by  the  Silejiz  Indians  before 
the  Indian  Claims  Commission  for  inade¬ 
quate  compensation  iTaid  them  for  lands 
taken  under  anNJ8£/  agreement  with  the 
United  States. 

Congress  ena^tdv^  a  statute  in  1954 
providing  for  Jttxe  t&rmination  of  Fed¬ 
eral  supervision  and  control  over  certain 
tribes  in  Oregon,  including  the  Con- 
federated/Tribe  of  Siletz'  Jndians.  Sec¬ 
tion  3  or  the  1954  act  prescribed  that 
a  finaLroll  would  be  prepared,  containing 
the  names  of  all  tribal  members  living 
on  line  date  of  the  act.  ThatXroll  was 
u^a  for  the  purpose  of  distributing  tri¬ 
ll  assets.  The  bill  which  I  have intro- 
'cluced,  would  provide  for  the  distribution 
of  the  judgment  fund  on  the  basis  of  t\is 
already  prepared  tribal  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr' 
Muskie  in  the  chair).  The  bill  will  be 
received  and  appropriately  referred. 

The  bill  (S.  2029)  to  authorize  a  per 
capita  distribution  of  funds  arising  from 
a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  confederated 
tribe  of  Siletz  Indians  in  the  State  of 
Oregon,  and  for  other  purposes,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  Neuberger,  was  received, 
read  twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs. 

HUMANE  METHODS  OF  TRAPPING 
ANIMALS  AND  BIRDS  ON  CER¬ 
TAIN  LANDS  AND  WATERS 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
introduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a 
bill  to  prohibit  the  use  of  inhumane 
traps  for  the  capture  of  animals  or  birds 
on  the  lands  and  waters  belonging  to,  or 
under  the  jurisdiction  of,  the  United 
States  of  America. 


Representative  Broomfield,  of  Michi¬ 
gan,  has  introduced  a  companion  meas¬ 
ure  in  the  other  body. 

Although  trapping  no  longer  plays  so 
significant  a  role  in  our  economy.'as  it  did 
in  the  early  days  of  our  history,  it  is, 
nevertheless,  still  a  substantial  industry. 
It  is,  therefore,  I  believe,  one  of  the  most 
unhappy  anachronisms  oi  our  modern, 
comfortable  civilization/that  the  primi¬ 
tive,  cruel,  trapping  practices  of  the  last 
century  are  still  in  use  today. 

I  .  have  myself  seen  wild  animals  ex¬ 
hausted  from  battling  the  steel  jaws  of  a 
relentless  leg-hpfd  trap.  I  have  snow- 
shoed  over  a  tr/p  route  and  seen  animals 
which  tried  io  gnaw  off  their  paws  to 
escape  the  Agony  of  the  traps.  Many 
animals  fracture  a  leg  or  a  bone  in  these 
cruel  decrees.  They  are  held  there  strug¬ 
gling,  often  for  hours  or  even  days,  be¬ 
fore  being  found  and  killed. 

L#st  year  we  passed  legislation  to  bring 
about  more  humane  practices  to  our 
faughterhouses.  We  found,  in  consider¬ 
ing  the  humane  slaughter  bill,  that  the 
technology  which  has  given  us  push¬ 
button  automobile  transmissions  and 
color  television  can  indeed  provide  us 
with  civilized  means  for  the  necessary 
slaughter  of  our  food  animals.  The  same 
wonders  of  modern  technology  can  give 
us  humane  methods  of  trapping. 

In  the  2  years  since  my  humane  trap¬ 
ping  bill  was  first  introduced,  amateur 
and  professional  trappers  have  carried 
on  extensive  testing,  and  manufacturers 
have  devoted  considerable  effort  to  per¬ 
fecting  of  traps  which  capture  animals 
painlessly  or  kill  them  instantaneously. 
Game  commissions  and  departments  of 
conservation  in  the  various  States  have 
conducted  many  days  of  field  tests  with 
several  types  of  humane  traps.  The  De¬ 
fenders  of  Furbearers,  a  nonprofit  or¬ 
ganization,  has  rendered  a  splendid 
service  in  distributing  these  traps  for 
testing  and  in  compiling  results  of  the 
tests. 

The  results  of  these  tests,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  are  most  encouraging.  Not  only 
do  the  traps  capture  the  animals  with 
less  cruelty,  they  are  also  less  damaging 
to  the  valuable  pelts  which  are  sought. 
Consequently,  humane  societies  and 
trappers  alike  have  been  enthusiastic  in 
-their  support  of  the  new  traps. 

,My  bill  proposes  only  that  traps  used 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
Stains  must  either  capture  animals  pain- 
lesslj\>r  kill  them  instantly,  and  that  the 
traps  must  be  inspected  and  emptied  at 
least  ondq  a  day.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  wbuld  have  authority  to  conduct 
necessary  te^ts  and  establish  necessary 
standards  to  'give  specific  application  to 
the  objectivesVof  the  bill.  Violations 
would  be  punishable  by  fines  up  to  $500 
or  prison  sentencesap  to  6  months. 

Such  legislation  Nvould  update  com¬ 
mercial  trapping  practices  from  primi¬ 
tive  cruelty  to  humaneness  consistent 
with  American  moral  standards  of  the 
20th  century. 

In  conclusion,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  text  of  the  bill'be  printed 
in  the  Record.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tire  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriates  re- 
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felled;  and,  without  objection,  the  bill 
willNbe  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  2030)  to  require  the  use  of 
humane  methods  of  trapping  animals 
and  birds,  on  lands  and  waterways  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States, 
introduced^  Mr.  Neitberger,  was  re¬ 
ceived,  read  twice  by  its  title,  referred  to 
the  Committee, on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs,  and  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follow; 

Be  it  enacted  by  tfbe  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  tfte  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
41  of  title  18  of  the  United  States  Code  is 
amended  by  placing  the  prefix  “(a)”  before 
the  present  section,  and  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subjection: 

“(b)(1)  Any  person  who,  upon  any  land 
or  waters  owned  by  or  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States,  places  or  causes  to  be 
placed  any  trap,  snare,  net  or  other  device 
designed  to  trap  or  capture  any  animal  or 
bird  in  any  manner  by  which  the  animal 
or  bird  is  not  either  captured  painlessly  or 
killed  instantly,  or  who,  having  placed  a  trap, 
snare,  net  or  other  device,  fails  to  inspect  and\ 
empty  it  at  least  once  every  twenty-four 
hours,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $500  or 
imprisoned  not  more  than  six  months,  or 
both.  4 

“(2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  conduct  such  tests  and  to  pro¬ 
mulgate  such  standards,  rules,  and  regula¬ 
tions  as  he  may  deem  necessary  to  the  execu¬ 
tion  of  this  subjection. 

“(3)  No  provision  of  this  subsection  shall 
apply  in  any  case  in  which  its  application 
would  be  contrary  to  any  treaty  obligation 
of  the  United  States  to  any  Indian  in  effect 
on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  2.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be¬ 
come  effective  on  January  1,  1960. 


COMMISSION  ON  COUNTRY  LIFE 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Young],  and  myself,  I  introduce,  for 
appropriate  reference,  a  bill  to  establish 
a  Commission  on  Country  Life. 

We  all  realize  that  we  live  in  an  age  of 
tremendous  technological  and  social 
changes.  Since  World  War  II  there 
have  been  few  areas  of  our  lives  un¬ 
touched  by  new  and  sometimes  revolu¬ 
tionary  advances.  These  changes  have 
resulted  from  the  outpouring  of 'money 
and  time  and  scientific  devotion  to  basic 
and  applied  research  in  the  fields  of 
science  and  medicine;  manufacturini 
and  industrial  processes;  in  almost 
everything  that  touches  our  daily  ljrves. 
In  all  of  these  realms,  research  estab¬ 
lished  the  facts  upon  which  to  ba§e  plans 
and  experiments  and  growth. 

As  our  cities  have  grown  vA  response 
to  industrial  growth,  the  inc/easing  pop¬ 
ulation  has  pushed  out  into  suburbs. 
Industry  itself  has  in  many  cases  moved 
from  congested  metropolitan  areas  into 
the  surrounding  countryside.  The  ex¬ 
panding  network  of  Superhighways  that 
shrinks  distances  has  played  an  impor¬ 
tant  role  in  this  ^dispersal  of  population 
and  industry. 

We  must  rerhember  that  more  is  con 
cerned  here/xhan  just  the  financial  or 
convenience'  values  resulting  from  this 
decentralization  and  change.  We  are 
concerned  with  the  impact  of  these 
thingy'on  people.  The  urbanization  of 
ruray areas  within  a  brief  time  period 


confronts  us  with  many  new  human 
•problems.  In  our  rural  areas,  both 
the  expansion  and  the  shifting  of  popu¬ 
lation  affect  seriously  the  local  institu¬ 
tions.  In  some  States  new  ghost  towns 
are  appearing.  These  are  communities 
which  now  find  themselves  bypassed 
because  new  highways  ihduce  the  resi¬ 
dents,  both  rural  and  suburban,  to  travel 
to  other  community  centers  which  have 
developed  to  fit  the  changing  needs  of 
the  people. 

Some  changes  in  the  rural  picture 
have  resulted  in  improvements;  some 
have  brought  about  pockets  of  economic 
stagnation;  and  all  have  had  an  effect, 
for  good  or  ill,  on  the  people  and  then- 
institutions — the  business  community, 
the  churches,  the  schools,  the  recrea¬ 
tional  opportunities,  the  health  facilities, 
and  local  governments.  In  many  cases, 
the  average  age  level  of  a  rural  commu¬ 
nity’s  population  has  changed  drasti¬ 
cally.  In  some  there  are  demands  for 
new  schools  to  fill  the  needs  of  an  ex¬ 
panding  school-age  population.  In  oth¬ 
ers,  the  need  is  for  the  consolidation  of 
existing  schools,  possibly  over  a  wide 
area,  in  order  to  attain  the  best  aca¬ 
demic.  training  with  the  funds  available. 
Some '‘communities  are  faced  with 
aging,  Tow-income  population  wbfch 
poses  spebial  health,  recreation,  am  in¬ 
stitutional^ problems.  Churches  axe  con¬ 
fronted  withNnew  problems  and/espon- 
sibilities  as  populations  shift  jmd  com¬ 
munities  chang 

The  falling  farin  prices  /nd  reduced 
farm  income  experienced  by  family 
farmers  in  these  pa^t  iew  years  have 
posed  special  problem)/  for  this  group. 
The  bare  census  statistic  that  there  are 
00,000  fewer  farms/in  1959  than  there 
were  in  1952  doe/  not  bV  any  means 
give  a  picture  ofAvhat  this  shift  means 
in  terms  of  peofhe  and  the  kirKis  of  lives 
they  live.  It  jfteans  that  more  and  more 
farmers,  an£  their  boys  and  girlSL  have 
left  the  land  and  moved  to  the  'cities. 
When  th^y  move  from  low  income  farm¬ 
ing  areifs  where  facilities  for  individual 
development  have  been  few,  they  may  b 
inadequately  trained  in  vocational  skills 
toyftiable  them  to  meet  the  challenges  of 
w  modes  of  life  in  ways  that  will  im- 
irove  their  standard  of  living.  Accel¬ 
erated  programs  of  vocational  training 
are  badly  needed  by  these  young  people. 

Of  the  4,600,000  families  still  remain¬ 
ing  on  the  farm,  almost  one-third  have 
cash  incomes  from  all  sources  of  less 
than  $1,200  a  year.  We  need  farm  pol¬ 
icies  and  programs  designed  to  improve 
the  lot  of  this  group  as  well  as  improved 
farm  legislation  to  better  the  income 
situation  of  all  commercial  family  farms. 
Low  farm  income  is  not  a  symptom  of 
inefficiency;  it  is  an  evidence  of  lack  of 
opportunity.  ‘ 

Some  rural  communities  and  their  in¬ 
stitutions  may  be  able  to  face  up  to  and 
solve  the  evolving  problems,  but  any¬ 
thing  that  is  accomplished  is  done  on  a 
haphazard,  catch-as-catch-can  basis. 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  Benson’s  rural 
development  program,  while  based  on  a 
worthy  principle,  is  a  hesitant  and  se¬ 
verely  limited  approach  to  an  area  where 
much  coordinated  research  and  planning 
are  needed. 


Our  first  move  should  be  to  establish 
the  facts  regarding  these  rural  commu-, 
nities  so  that  intelligent  plans  for  tl 
future  can  be  made — the  best  social  gc 
must  be  established  as  a  goal,  and  steps 
taken  to  see  that  community  life  devel¬ 
ops  along  lines  that  have  a  reasonable 
chance  of  reaching  that  goah 

To  do  this  we  must  turn  to  that  excel¬ 
lent  tool  of  all  science, .  research.  This 
bill  t  which  Senator  Youn/  and  I  are 
sponsoring  asks  for  the  establishment  of 
a  Country  Life  Commission,  an  inde¬ 
pendent  group  charged  with  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  delineating  and  giving  direc¬ 
tion  to  the  task  y6f  planning  a  fact¬ 
findings  study  of /country  life. 

This  Commission,  as  proposed  in  this 
bill,  would  consist  of  15  'members.  I 
would  anticipate  that  these  members 
would  be  s elected  because  of  their  broad 
understanding  of  every  important  phase 
of  rural/life.  Of  special  significance 
would  foe  their  knowledge  of  the  changes 
whicln  are  affecting  the  rural  institutions 
winch  have  been  the 'mainsprings  of  our 
rural  culture.  I  would  envisage  that 
-al  sociologists  and  religous  leaders 
and  businessmen  would  play  important 
roles  in  planning  the  scope  and  direction 
of  this  study.  Differing  sections  of  the 
Nation  would  need  to  be  studied  and 
analyzed.  The  members  of  the  Country 
Life  Commission  would  set  the  guide¬ 
lines;  the  actual  studies  then  might  well 
be  conducted  by  the  State  universities 
and  agricultural  colleges. 

There  is  an  honorable  and  historic 
precedent  for  such  a  Country  Life  Com¬ 
mission.  It  was  51  years  ago  that  Presi¬ 
dent  Theodore  Roosevelt  established 
such  a  Commission.  Those  who  have 
read  the  three  books  which  came  out  of 
that  first  country  life  study  testify  that 
the  information  set  forth  was  of  exceed¬ 
ingly  great  value  for  many,  many  years. 

Mr.  President,  we  need  all  the  light  we 
can  get  on  the  present  conditions  and 
possible  future  trends  of  rural  life  if  the 
family  farmers  of  America  are  going  to 
have  the  chance  to  adjust  to  the  chang¬ 
ing  times  and  share  fairly  in  the  expand¬ 
ing  opportunities  of  our  time. 

’he  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred. 

The.  bill  (S.  2031)  to  establish  a  Com¬ 
mission  on  Country  Life,  and  for  other 
purposed  introduced  by  Mr.  Humphrey 
(for  himself  and  Mr.  Young  of  Ohio), 
was  receiveH.  read  twice  by  its  title,  and 
referred  to  tlVcommittee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry. 

RULES  OF  PROCEDURE  FOR  SENATE 
COMMITTEES 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  submit, 
for  appropriate  reference,  a  resolution 
to  establish  uniform  rule^pf  procedure 
for  Senate  committees  including  several 
new  rules  dealing  with  their\onduct  of 
investigations. 

The  major  new  procedural  rules 
called  for  in  my  resolution  woulcKpro- 
vide: 

First.  Every  witness  shall  be  informal 
of  the  subject  matter  of  the  investiga* 
tion  in  which  he  is  called  to  testify  by  a ' 
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SENATE 

1.  WHEAT;  FOfffclGN  AFFAIRS.  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  MU  ’’to  amend 
the  International  Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  to  extend  the  author¬ 
ity  contained  in  that  act  to  implement  the  1959  International  Wheat  Agreement  , 
to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee,  p.  12863 


FEDERAL-STATE  RELATIONS.  The  Government  Operations  .C°innitJ®® 

(but  did  not  actually  report):  S.  2026,  to  establish  an  °n 

Inter-governmental  Relations  (with  an  amendment  in  the  nature  oasubtit^  ), 
aud  3.  910.  to  authorirc-irheTayment^^ 

-fraxe-s-trai  -special  assessments  with  respect  to-  certain  F-ederai-Teair-propertx. 

p.  D653 


3.  LANDS.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  747,  to/ 
provide  for  the  conveyance  of  lands  known  as  the  Des  Plaines  Public  Hunting^ 
and  Refuge  Area  to  Ill.  (S.  Rept.  565) .  p.  12363 


4.  MINERALS;  LEASES.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with 
afajendment  S.  2308,  to  provide  for  the  validation  of  the  extension  or  pertain 
oirxand  gas  leases  (S.  Rept.  574).  p.  12932 


5.  APPROPRIATIONS .  Received  from  the  President  supplemental  appropriation  esti¬ 
mates  fhr  various  agencies  (does  not  include  any  funds  for  this/Department), 
(S.  Doc.  4k).  p.  12863 


6.  TRADE  AGREEMENTS.  Received  a  Tariff  Commission  report  on  t^e  operation  of  the 
trade  agreemeh^s  program  for  the  period  July  1957-June  19o3.  p.  12o63 


7.  SURPLUS  PRO PERTY.X  Received  from  GSA  a  proposed  bill  uVo  amend  the  Federal 

Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  a^-' amended,  to  promote  the 
utilization  of  excXs  property  and  to  simplify  the/reimbursement  procedure  for 
transfers  of  such  pr^^fty7;  to  Government  Operations  Committee,  p.  12863 


8.  FORESTRY.  Received  from\he  Interior  Department  a  proposed  bill  '  to  amend  the 
Klamath  Termination  Act”  ;  \jto  Interior  and  In/nilar  Affairs  Corranittee. 
p.  12863 


9.  CLAIMS.  Both  Houses  received  from  this  Department  a  report  on  tort  claims  paid 
by  this  Department  for  the  period  July/l,  1958  to  June  30*  1959.  pp.  12o59, 
12363 


PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Byrd,  Va. ,  submitjcied\the  report  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Re¬ 
duction  of  Nonessential  Federal  ExpenX-bures  on  Federal  employment  and  pay  for 
May  1959.  pp.  12863-7 


11.  COMMITTEE  STAFFS.  Received  from  the  various  committees  reports  showing  the 
positions,  and  salaries  of  commit teeN^taff  employees,  pp.  12867-77 


names, 


12.  LEGISLATIVE  ACCOMPLISHMENTS.  Sen.  Byrd,  W.  Va.\inserted  a  tabulation  of 
'’substantial  legislation  passed  by  the  Senate,  January  7,  1959,  through 
July  17,  1959,”  including  legislation  relating  toN^grinulture.  pp.  12879-81 


13.  CONSERVATION;  FORESTRY.  Several  Senators  discussed  the  provisions  of  S.  312, 
to  establish  a^outh  Conservation  Corps.  In  response  \o  a  question  by  Sen. 
Yarborough,  Sj*n.  Randolph  stated  it  was  true  ”that  Secr^ary  of  Agriculture 
Benson  would'iike  to  ask  for  a  $41  million  increase  in  thk  Forest  Service  re¬ 
quest  next/year. n  pp.  129  26-7 


14.  RECLAMATION.  S.  231,  to  authorize  Interior  to  construct  a  rerd^ulating  reser¬ 
voir  and  other  works  at  the  Burns  Creek  site  in  the  upper  Snalc^fliver  Valley, 


Idahd,  was  made  the  unfinished  business,  p.  12925 


15. 


5ISLATIVE  PROGRAM 
Fuly  24.  p.  12925 


Sen.  Johnson  announced  the  calendar  will  be  caPied  today. 


HOUSE 


/Received  and  _ 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  /agreed  to  the  conference  report 


on  this  bill,  H.  R.  7040,  acted  on  amendments  in  disagreement,  and  insisted 
on  its  disagreement  to  Amendment  number  1  which  provides  for  $25,000,000  for 
financial  contributions  to  States  for  civil  defense  (the  House  figure  was 
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)L  WHEAT.  Sen.  Carlson  Inserted  a  statement  and  a  resolution  adopted  at  a  meeting 
\  (which  was  attended  by  officials  of  this  Department)  of  farmers  and  businessmen 
\of  Rawlins  County,  Kan. ,  protesting  the  reduction  in  wheat  acreage  allotments 
for  the  county,  pp.  13011-2 

8.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with 

amendment  S.  2026,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  an  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  (S.  Rept.  584).  p.  13012 

9.  FOREIGN  AID\  Received  from  the  President  "a  report  on  Economic  Assistance: 

Programs  ancK^Admini  Stratton,"*  to  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  jp.  13011 


lO.  TRANSPORTATION.  \/>en.  Wiley  inserted  an  article  by  Sen.  Smathj 
Save  Our  Railroads.”  pp.  13026-7 


"Blueprint  To 


HOUSE 

.1.  MUTUAL  SECURITY.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reports©  without  amendment  H.  R. 
8385,  the  mutual  securitV  appropriation  bill  for  19^6  (H.  Rept.  712).  p.  13125 
Received  from  the  President  a  communication  transmitting  an  amendment  to  the 
appropriation  estimate  for  fiscal  year  1960  for  jpne  Development  Loan  Fund,  pre¬ 
viously  transmitted  in  his  letter  of  June  26,  1959.  This  amendment  would  pro¬ 
vide  funds  for  both  fiscal  yeafcs  1960  and  19 (II.  Doc.  205)  .  p.  13124 

Received  from  the  Internatiov^Cooperatioir  Administration  a  copy  of  its  reply 
to  the  Comptroller  General  on  the>GA0  report  on  its  "Review  of  Mutual  Security 
Program  Presentation  to  the  Congress  forjviscal  Year  1959  Economic  Assistance 
to  China,  Korea,  and  Vietnam."  p.  X3»124 

.2.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Passed,  230  to  87,  /s  Reported  H.  R.  7072,  to  provide  for 
U.  S.  participation  in  the  Inter-AmericanSPevelopment  Bank.  Subsequently 
passed,  in  lieu  of  H.  R.  7072,  S./1923,  a  similar  bill,  after  substituting  the 
House-passed  language  for  that  in  the  SenateSbill  (pp.  13080-1,  13104-13). 

Rep.  Madden  stated  that  the  biJ'l  "authorizes  tls^e  President  to  accept  membership 
on  behalf  of  the  United  State©  in  the  Inter-Amenican  Development  Bank;  it  also 
authorizes  to  be  appropriated  the  full  amount  of\he  U.  S.  subscription  of 
$450  million,"  requires  Congressional  approval  of  increased  subscription  changes 
in  the  original  agreement*  and  in  general  provides  aS^ase  for  economic  develop¬ 
ment  in  Latin  America  Cp.  13080) . 


) 


3.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Theydelect  Committee  on  Small  Business  submitted 
an  .  interim  rejfort  on  the  small  business  problem  in  th\  dairy  industry 
<H.  Rept.  714).  yf>.  13125 

4.  PURCHASING.  Tbi  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 

ment  H.  R.  ]Jf41,  to  require  passenger- carrying  motor  vehicles  purchased  for  use 
by  the  Federal  Government  to  meet  certain  safety  standards  (Ii.  RepK.  715)  . 
p.  13125 

5.  FARM  L0/NS;  BANKING.  On  July  21  the  House  Banking  and  Currency  Commit t^fe  re¬ 

ported  without  amendment  H.  R.  8159  (H.  Rept.  694) •  The  committee  report 
describes  certain  provisions  of  the  bill  as  follows: 

"H.  R.  8159  is  designed  primarily  to  repeal  various  obsolete  provisions 
of  the  national  banking  laws,  to  clarify  and  eliminate  existing  ambiguities/ 
and  to  add  new  authority  relating  to"  the  operation  of  national  banks, 


-  4  - 


"Section  24  repeals  provisions  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Credits 
Act  of  1923,  authorizing  the  establishment  of  national  agricultural  credj 
corporations.  Only  three  such  corporations  were  formed  under  this  act  a*(d 
the  last  one  was  liquidated  in  1938.  Under  section  77  of  the  Banking/Aet 
of  1933  no  national  agricultural  credit  corporation  may  now  be  f< 
Therefore,  these  provisions  of  law  are  obsolete." 


.  fX^ANS.  As  reported  H.  R.  7629  provides  as  follows:  Permanently  extends 

^anRkead“d°nes  Farm  Tenant  Act  (which  expired  Juner 30,  1959) 

%  C  authority  for  making  and  insuring  loans  solely  tor  the  purpose 

o^.  re  inah^ing  outstanding  indebtedness  of  family-sized  farmers  who  cannot 
m?ej~  *"  ’^rrent  defrt  terms  and  who  are  unable  to  refinance  outstanding  deb 

?5.Gr  S  \!CeS  on  rates  and  terms  which  they  could  reasonably  be  expected 
°  a  and  amends  Sec.  17  to  allow  the  Farmers  Home /Administration  to 

const  er  the  valH^e  of  all  assets  as  well  as  all  farm  de#ts  in  determining  a 
armer  s  eligibility  for  the  refinancing  of  such  loan yi 


ELOPtlENT.  Rep.  Kee  expressed  displeasure/^t  the  Rules  Committee  in- 
^  °u  amanded\frsi°a  of  S.  722,  the  area/redevelopment  bill  and 
3  f  C  at  ic  is  unthinkable  ...  that  the  House  will  adjourn  without  acting( 
on  this  vitally  important\legislation."  pp.  1^078-9 


WATERSHEDS.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  two  letters  relative 

°r  W°rkS  °f  imProve^t  relating  to  the  Boggs  Creek  watershed,  Ind.; 
*  ,  ■  n  watershed,  Md. ;  Mar^h  Run  watershed,  Ohio;  Martinez  Creek  water- 

shed  Texas;  (all  to  the  Agriculture  Committee),  Flat  Creek  watershed.  Ark.; 
becond  Creek  watershed,  Iliss.,  and\tb6  Tehuacan  Creek  watershed,  Texas  (last 
ftree  to  the  Public  Works  CcmmitteeXpursuant  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act.  pp.  13124, /312£-5,  13011 


19.  COMMITTEE  EXPENDITURES.  Pursuaj^  to  the  legislative  Reorganization  Act  of 

*  _e  aame>  profession  and  salary  of  ehch  person  employed  by,  and  expendd 
cures  or.  House  committees  yere  inserted,  pp.  13118-24 


20 *  L^^LATIVJ  PE0GRAr^*  The/Daily  Digest"  statesVhat  today  (July  28)  the  Housi 

nnJfinSider  H*  R*  82T>  the  mutual  security  appropriation  bill  for  1960. 
p.  noby  /  \ 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


21.  WHEAT  AGREEMENT^/ S.  2449,  by  Sen.  El  lender  (by  request)  \and  H.  R.  8409,  by 
ep.  bpence,  t 6  extend  the  International  Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  1949;  to 
mittee  A^r*y^ture  and  Forestry  Committee  and  House  BanlcingS^nd  Currency  Com- 


12*  R«  8398,  by  Rep.  Monagan,  to  amend  the  Federal  Property 

”^“lnistrative  Services  Act  of  1949  to  permit  the  donation  of\foreign 
property  to  medical  institutions,  hospitals,  clinics,  healttk centers 
%  flC,°lkses’  and  universities;  to  Government  Operations  Committee, 
n.  k.  o408,  by  Rep.  Rivers,  Alaska,  to  provide  for  the  disposition\f 

'Conmitt  PerS°nal  ProPerty  to  the  government  of  Alaska;  to  Government  OpS*atioi 


sunni v  nf  ;  8394 »hy  Rep.  Hogan,  to  assure  orderly  marketing  of  an  adequate 
of  !  j*3  and  P°rk  Products;  to  encourage  increased  domestic  consumptic 

fa-rw*  Productsi  to  maintain  the  productive  capacity  of  the  hog¬ 

farming  industry;  to  avoid  the  feeding  of  hogs  to  less  desirile  ^tsf  ar 
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ESTABLISHING  AN  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTER¬ 
GOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 


July  27,  1959. — -Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Muskie,  from  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  2026] 

The  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  2026)  to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably 
thereon  with  an  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended 
do  pass. 

The  amendment  is  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 

PURPOSE 

S.  2026,  as  amended,  is  designed  to  strengthen  the  ability  of  our 
Federal  system  to  meet  the  problems  of  an  increasingly  complex 
society  by  promoting  greater  cooperation,  coordination  of  activities, 
and  understanding  among 'the  separate  levels  of  government.  It 
seeks  to  accomplish  this  by  establishing  a  27-member  bipartisan 
permanent  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 
authorized  to  make  a  continuing  study  of  intergovernmental  problems 
at  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels,  and  required  to  report  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  annually.  The  Commission  would  be 
composed  of  three  officers,  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal 
Government;  three  Senators;  three  Members  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives;  four  Governors;  three  members  of  State  legislatures;  four 
mayors;  four  county  officials;  and  three  private  citizens. 

in  carrying  out  its  duties,  the  Advisory  Commission  would  be 
expected  to  (1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the  Federal,  State, 
and  local  governments  for  the  consideration  of  common  problems; 
(2)  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  administration  and  coordination 
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of  Federal  grant  and  other  programs  requiring  intergovernmental 
cooperation;  (3)  give  critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and  controls 
involved  in  the  administration  of  Federal  grant  programs;  ( 4 )  make 
available  technical  assistance  to  the  executive  and  legislative  branches 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  the  review  of  proposed  legislation  to 
determine  its  overall  effect  on  the  Federal  system;  (5)  encourage 
discussion  and  study  at  an  early  stage  of  emerging  public  problems 
that  are  likely  to  require  intergovernmental  cooperation;  (6)  recom¬ 
mend,  within  the  framework  of  the  Constitution,  the  most  desirable 
allocation  of  governmental  functions,  responsibilities,  and  revenues 
among  the  several  levels  of  government;  and  (7)  recommend  methods 
of  coordinating  and  simplifying  tax  laws  and  administrative  practices 
to  achieve  a  more  orderly  and  less  competitive  fiscal  relationship 
between  the  levels  of  government  and  to  reduce  the  burden  of 
compliance  for  taxpayers. 

In  addition  to  making  such  studies  and  investigations  as  are 
necessary  or  desirable  in  the  accomplishment  of  these  purposes,  the 
Commission  would  also  be  required  to  (1)  consider,  on  its  own 
initiative,  ways  and  means  for  fostering  better  relations  between 
levels  of  government;  (2)  submit  an  annual  report  to  the  President 
and  the  Congress  on  or  before  January  31  of  each  year;  and  (3)  submit 
such  additional  reports  to  the  President,  the  Congress,  and  any  unit 
of  government  as  the  Commission  may  deem  appropriate. 

Of  the  27  members  of- the  Advisory  Commission,  21  would  be  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  and  3  each  would  be 
appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  from  among  the  membership  of  the  respec¬ 
tive  Houses  of  Congress.  Of  those  appointed  by  the  President,  three 
would  be  officers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  and  three 
would  be  private  citizens,  all  six  of  whom  must  have  had  experience 
or  familiarity  with  intergovernmental  relations;  four  would  be  chosen 
from  a  panel  of  at  least  eight  Governors  submitted  by  the  Governors’ 
conference;  three  from  a  panel  of  at  least  six  members  of  State  legis¬ 
lative  bodies  submitted  by  the  board  of  managers  of  the  Council  of 
State  Governments;  four  from  a  panel  of  at  least  eight  mayors  sub¬ 
mitted  jointly  by  the  American  Municipal  Association  and  the  U.S. 
conference  of  mayors;  and  four  from  a  panel  of  at  least  eight  elected  ( 
county  officers  submitted  by  the  National  Association  of  County 
Officials.  In  the  case  of  Governors,  State  legislators,  mayors,  and 
county  officials,  not  more  than  one  may  be  from  any  one  State;  and 
in  the  case  of  mayors,  at  least  two  appointees  must  be  from  cities  under 
500,000  population. 

ADDITIONAL  PROVISIONS  OF  S.  1026 

Members  of  the  Commission  would  be  appointed  for  a  term  of  2 
years  and  would  be  eligible  for  reappointment,  but  when  any  member 
ceases  to  serve  in  the  official  position  from  which  he  was  appointed, 
his  place  on  the  Commission  would  be  deemed  vacant.  All  members 
would  be  appointed  on  a  bipartisan  basis,  except  the  three  private 
citizens  whose  appointment  would  be  without  regard  to  political 
affiliation.  V  acancies  would  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  in  which 
the  original  appointment  was  made,  except  that  where  the  number  of 
vacancies  is  fewer  than  the  number  of  members  specified,  in  the  case 
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of  Governors,  State  legislators,  mayors,  and  county  officers,  each  panel 
of  names  submitted  must  contain  at  least  two  names  for  each  vacancy. 

The  President  would  be  required  to  convene  the  Commission  within 
90  days  following  enactment  of  the  act  at  such  time  and  place  as  he 
may  designate  for  the  Commission’s  initial  meeting;  the  President 
would  designate  a  Chairman  and  a  Vice  Chairman  from  among  the 
members  of  the  Commission;  and  14  members  would  constitute  a 
quorum,  but  2  or  more  members  would  constitute  a  quorum  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  hearings. 

The  Commission,  or  any  subcommittee  or  members  thereof,  when 
authorized  by  the  Commission,  may  hold  such  hearings,  sit  and  act 
at  such  times  and  places,  and  take  such  testimony  in  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  the  act  as  the  Commission  deems  advisable.  Each  de¬ 
partment,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  executive  branch,  includ¬ 
ing  independent  agencies,  would  be  authorized  and  directed  to  furnish 
the  Commission,  upon  request  of  the  Chairman  or  Vice  Chairman, 
such  information  as  the  Commission  deems  necessary  to  carry  out  its 
functions  under  the  act. 

The  Commission  would  be  authorized  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensa¬ 
tion  of,  and  remove  the  staff  director  without  regard  to  civil-service 
laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  such  appointment  to  be  made 
solely  on  the  basis  of  fitness  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  position  and 
without  regard  to  political  affiliation.  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  as  may  be  adopted  by  the  Commission,  the  Chairman  would 
be  authorized,  without  regard  to  civil-service  laws,  the  Classification 
Act  of  1949,  and  political  affiliation,  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation 
of,  and  remove  such  additional  personnel  as  he  deems  necessary,  and 
to  procure  temporary  and  intermittent  services  of  experts  and  con¬ 
sultants  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50  per  day.  Employees  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  may  not  be  paid  compensation  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  $20,000 
.per  annum.  The  staff  director  and  the  full-time  employees  of  the 
Commission  would  be  considered  Federal  employees  for  all  purposes, 
including  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  the  Federal  Employees 
Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  annual  and  sick  leave,  and  the 
Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949. 

Members  of  the  Commission  would  receive  a  per  diem  of  $50  when 
engaged  in  the  performance  of  their  official  Commission  duties, 
except  those  members  who  are  Members  of  Congress,  officers  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government,  or  full-time  salaried  officers  of 
city  and  county  governments,  who  would  serve  without  additional 
compensation.  All  members  of  the  Commission  would  be  allowed 
necessary  travel  expenses  without  regard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of 
1949  and  other  applicable  statutes  governing  travel  expenses,  or,  in 
the  alternative,  a  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence  and  mileage  not  to 
exceed  the  rates  prescribed  in  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949.  All 
members  would  also  be  entitled  to  reimbursement  of  other  necessary 
expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the  performance  of  official  Commission 
duties. 

BACKGROUND 

The  establishment  of  a  commission  to  study  various  aspects  of 
Federal-State-local  relations  has  received  almost  continuous  consid¬ 
eration  by  this  committee  since  1947,  when  a  Subcommittee  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  was  established.  Folio  whig  a  meeting  of 
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members  of  congressional  committees  and  Governors,  called  for  the 
purpose  of  studying  Federal-State  tax  relations,  held  in  Chicago  on 
September  26-27,  1947,  the  Senate  Committee  on  Government 
Operations  (then  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments)  was  designated  to  conduct  a  special  study  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  coordination  of  Federal  and  State  taxes,  with  the  objective  of 
strengthening  the  tax  structures  of  local  and  State  governments  and 
compensating  them  for  losses  of  revenues  from  former  sources  of 
taxation.  In  its  report  to  the  Senate  (S.  Rept.  1054,  80th  Cong.), 
stress  was  placed  by  the  committee  on  the  importance  of  assuring  that 
Federal,  State,  and  local  tax  systems  are  adequate  to  the  task  assigned 
to  them  and  on  the  need  for  determining  whether  they  fit  together 
into  a  combined  tax  system  which  is  equitable,  administratively 
efficient,  and  economically  sound. 

Various  studies  were  continued  in  1948,  and  early  in  1949,  the 
committee  received  the  report  and  recommendations  of  fhe  first 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  "the  Govern¬ 
ment  (Hoover  Commission)  dealing  with  Federal-State  Relations 
(S.  Doc.  81,  81st  Cong.).  One  of  the  major  recommendations  was 
that  a  continuing  agency  on  Federal -State  relations  be  created,  with 
primary  responsibility  for  study,  information,  and  guidance  in  that 
field. 

In  1949,  the  committee  considered  three  Senate  measures  relative 
to  the  establishment  of  a  National  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  which  would  have  been  required  to  study  and  make  recom¬ 
mendations  with  respect  to  various  aspects  of  intergovernmental 
relations,  including  intergovernmental  tax  immunities.  Joint  hear¬ 
ings  were  held  by  the  Subcommittees  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
of  both  the  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Government  Operations, 
lasting  5  consecutive  days,  and  at  which  267  pages  of  testimony  were 
received  and  more  than  20  witnesses  were  heard.  A  committee  bill 
was  reported  favorably  on  June  13,  1949  (S.  Rept.  488,  81st  Cong.), 
but  failed  of  passage  late  in  the  session  upon  objection  on  a  call  of  the 
Senate  Calendar. 

In  1950,  the  committee  considered  S.  3147,  which  had  been  drafted 
by  its  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  It  was  in¬ 
troduced  by  Senator  Humphrey,  for  himself  and  42  other  Senators, 
and  was  substantially  similar  to  the  measure  previously  reported. 
This  bill  was  reported  favorably  on  June  22,  1950  (S.  Rept.  1856. 
81st  Cong.),  but  also  failed  of  passage. 

Following  consideration  of  other  similar  bills  in  the  82d  and  83d 
Congresses,  a  temporary  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
was  created  in  July  1953  (Public  Law  109,  83d  Cong.)  (Kestnbaum 
Commission).  This  Commission  made  an  exhaustive  examination  of 
the  entire  field.  In  its  recommendations,  which  covered  a  wide  area 
of  Federal-State-loeal  relations,  the  Commission  stressed  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  strengthening  communications  and  relations  between  the 
levels  of  government. 

In  1955,  the  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Government  Operations  undertook  an  exhaus¬ 
tive  analysis  of  the  Kestnbaum  Commission’s  report  with  a  view  to 
evaluating  and  implementing  its  recommendations.  Following  a 
3-year  study  by  that  subcommittee,  the  House  Committee  on  Govern- 
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ment  Operations  issued  a  report  (H.  Rept.  2533,  85th  Cong.),  in 
which  it  recommended — * 

the  establishment  of  a  broadly  based  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  drawing  its  membership 
from  the  Congress,  the  executive  branch,  Governors,  State 
legislators,  mayors,  county  officials,  and  private  citizens. 

JOINT  HEARINGS 

Joint  hearings  were  held  on  S.  2026  and  two  companion  House 
bills,  H.R.  6904  and  H.R.  6905,  by  the  Intergovernmental  Relations 
Subcommittee  of  the  House  Committee  on  Government  Operations 
and  the  Senate  Committee  on  Government  Operations.  At  these 
hearings,  held  on  June  16,  17,  19,  and  22,  1959,  the  committees  heard 
21  witnesses  and  received  written  statements  from  45  additional 
individuals  or  organizations  who  were  unable  to  be  present. 

The  witnesses  included  Members  of  Congress,  Governors,  mayors 
representing  the  American  Municipal  Association  and  the  U.S.  Con¬ 
ference  of  Mayors,  a  spokesman  for  the  National  Association  of  County 
Officials,  and  former  members  of  the  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations.  Testimony  or  statements  favoring  this  legislation 
were  received  from  22  Governors.  No  Governor  was  opposed  to  the 
Commission’s  establishment. 

State  Senator  Leslie  B.  Cutler  of  Massachusetts  presented  the  com¬ 
mittees  in  joint  hearing  with  a  unanimous  resolution  adopted  June  10, 
1959,  by  the  Massachusetts  Senate  memorializing  the  Congress  to 
enact  this  legislation  for  the  establishment  of  an  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  Similar  resolutions  have  also 
been  adopted  by  the  American  Municipal  Association,  the  U.S.  Con¬ 
ference  of  Mayors,  and  the  National  Association  of  County  Officials. 

Throughout  the  hearings,  much  emphasis  was  placed  by  the  wit¬ 
nesses  upon  the  urgent  need  for  a  permanent  body  which  would  give 
continuing  attention  to  major  intergovernmental  problems  and  which 
would  act  as  a  center  or  clearinghouse  for  the  assistance  of  government 
officials  at  all  levels  in  coordinating  related  activities. 

In  his  testimony,  Mr.  Meyer  Kestnbaum,  referring  to  the  work  of 
the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  which  he  headed, 
pointed  out  that  the  study  made  by  that  Commission  was  only  the 
beginning  of  a  real  inquiry  into  the  whole  subject.  He  concluded  by 
stating: 

I  should  like  to  go  on  record  as  saying  that  the  idea  of  a 
commission  that  will  give  the  President  and  the  Congress 
the  benefit  of  careful,  incisive  research  and  examination  of 
the  many  problems  that  face  us  in  this  area  is  sound,  and  that 
it  can  fulfill  a  very  important  and  useful  function. 

COMMITTEE  ACTION 

After  a  careful  review  of  the  testimony,  and  based  upon  its  own 
experience  covering  a  period  of  more  than  12  years,  the  committee 
found  that  there  is  an  urgent  need  for  permanent  organizational  ar¬ 
rangements  to  assist  in  improving  relations  between  the  various  levels 
of  government  with  a  view  toward  strengthening  our  Federal  system. 

The  committee  found  further  that,  despite  the  many  studies  which 
have  been  made  and  the  work  which  has  been  done  by  congressional 
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committees  and  other  groups,  both  public  and  private,  the  basic 
problems  still  remain.  The  related  problems  of  Federal,  State,  and 
local  governments  continue  to  grow  more  complex,  and  there  is  no 
place  to  which  government  officials  at  the  different  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment  may  turn  for  discussion,  exchange  of  ideas,  expert  assistance, 
and  advice.  Numerous  piecemeal  attempts  have  been  made  to  meet 
these  problems,  but  no  notable  success  appears  to  have  resulted  from 
these  efforts. 

Accordingly,  it  is  the  committee’s  view  that  the  only  feasible  ap¬ 
proach  to  these  continuing  problems  is  to  provide  an  agency  which 
would  (1)  bring  together  representatives  of  all  levels  of  government 
for  a  discussion  of  their  common  problems  and  which  would  provide 
a  forum  for  discussion  and  coordination  of  various  Federal  programs 
requiring  intergovernmental  cooperation;  (2)  encourage  discussion  of 
emerging  public  problems  which  are  likely  to  require  intergovern¬ 
mental  cooperation;  (3)  make  continuing  studies  of  the  problems  and 
recommend  the  most  desirable  allocation  of  governmental  functions, 
responsibilities,  and  revenues  among  the  several  levels  of  government; 
and  (4)  recommend  methods  of  coordinating  and  simplifying  tax  laws 
so  as  to  achieve  a  more  orderly  and  less  competitive  fiscal  relationship 
between  the  levels  of  government. 

In  considering  various  means  of  achieving  these  objectives,  the 
committee  determined  that  the  establishment  of  a  permanent  Ad¬ 
visory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  would  provide 
the  most  practical  approach.  It  was  the  view  of  the  committee, 
however,  that  if  such  a  commission  is  to  be  effective,  it  must  be  a 
genuine,  intergovernmental  body,  truly  representative  of  all  levels  of 
government,  and  not  an  agency  dominated  or  controlled  by  any  one 
level. 

In  order  to  accomplish  this  objective,  the  committee  deemed  it 
necessary  to  provide  for  the  widest  possible  coverage,  not  only  from 
the  standpoint  of  levels  of  government,  but  also  with  respect  to 
geographic  considerations.  The  committee  desires  to  stress,  in  this 
connection,  that  it  does  not  intend  this  coverage  to  mean  that  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  various  levels  will  act  as  special  pleaders  for  those 
levels,  or  that  members  of  the  Commission  will  regard  themselves 
primarily  as  representatives  of  any  particular  group,  level  of  govern¬ 
ment,  or  geographic  area  for  the  advancement  of  a  special  interest. 
The  arrangement  provided  for  is  intended  to  encourage  the  assumption 
of  responsibility  by  the  appropriate  level  or  levels  of  government  with 
respect  to  any  given  problem,  rather  than  to  urge  a  Federal  solution 
merely  because  Federal  action  appears  to  be  the  easiest  course. 

The  committee  also  desires  to  point  out  that  in  providing  for  the 
appointment  of  Commission  members,  it  has  sought  to  assure  the 
selection  of  outstanding,  dedicated  persons,  possessing  special  knowl¬ 
edge  and  qualifications  in  the  field  of  intergovernmental  relations, 
wffio  will  perform  their  duties  objectively.  Thus,  provision  has  been 
made  for  the  participation  of  the  leading  State  and  local  government 
organizations  in  the  selection  of  State  and  local  members,  since  these 
organizations  are  well  equipped  to  recommend  outstanding  individuals 
from  their  respective  levels  of  government. 

The  committee  is  aware  of  the  fact  that  a  27-member  body  may 
appear  to  be  cumbersome.  However,  such  a  number  was  deemed 
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necessary  in  order  to  provide  for  and  maintain  the  necessary  balance 
on  the  Commission.  It  should  be  noted  that  it  is  the  committee’s 
intention  that  the  Commission  will  establish  working  committees  in 
various  fields,  and  will  retain  a  staff  of  qualified  experts  and  consultants 
in  order  to  assist  it  in  carrying  out  its  duties  and  responsibilities. 

Consideration  was  given  to  providing  for  contributions  by  the 
States  of  a  portion  of  the  Commission’s  operating  expenses.  Although 
the  committee  believes  that  joint  Federal-State  financial  support  is 
desirable  in  principle,  considerable  doubt  existed  as  to  the  practica¬ 
bility  of  such  an  arrangement.  Accordingly,  in  order  to  avoid  handi¬ 
capping  the  Commission  with  difficulties  which  are  apt  to  arise  from 
a  joint  arrangement,  it  was  deemed  advisable  to  have  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  operating  expenses  paid  wholly  from  Federal  funds.  However, 
the  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  States  should,  and  will  desire 
to,  contribute  indirectly  to  the  Commission’s  support  by  furnishing 
staff  assistance  to  the  Commission  and  to  its  working  committees. 

\ 

J 

COMMITTEE  AMENDMENTS 

The  committee  adopted  a  number  of  recommendations  made  by 
witnesses  at  the  hearings,  as  well  as  some  which  were  proposed  by  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

The  principal  amendments  are  (1)  an  elaboration  of  the  declaration 
of  purpose,  so  as  to  broaden  and  clarify  the  frame  of  reference  and  the 
duties  of  the  Commission  (secs.  2  (6)  and  (7));  (2)  enlargement  of 
the  membership  of  the  Commission  from  24  to  27  members,  so  as  to 
afford  county  government  greater  and  more  proportionate  repre¬ 
sentation  (sec.  3(a));  (3)  enlargement  of  the  size  of  the  panels  to  be 
submitted  to  the  President  by  the  various  levels  of  government  for 
appointment  to  membership  on  the  Commission,  so  as  to  afford  the 
President  greater  flexibility  in  the  appointments  (sec.  3(a),  (4),  (5), 
(6),  and  (7)) ;  (4)  increase  in  the  number  of  county  government  repre¬ 
sentatives  from  1  to  4  (sec.  3(a)(7)) ;  and  (5) .provision  for  designation 
of  the  Chairman  and  the  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Commission  by  the 
President  from  among  the  members  of  the  Commission  (sec.  4(b)). 

Other  amendments  which  were  adopted  are  technical,  perfecting 
)  amendments  which  were  made  necessary  by  the  amendments  set 
forth  above.  In  view  of  the  considerable  number  of  minor  amend¬ 
ments  which  were  adopted,  the  committee  deemed  it  convenient  to 
report  the  bill  as  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 

CONCLUSION 

S.  2026,  as  amended,  will  establish  a  permanent  agency  which,  in 
the  judgment  of  the  committee,  would  be  well  equipped  to  serve 
as  a  central  clearinghouse  and  coordinating  center  for  the  study  and 
solution  of  the  numerous  pressing  problems  arising  out  of  intergovern¬ 
mental  relations.  Culminating  many  years  of  study  by  the  Senate  and 
House  Committees  on  Government  Operations,  it  is  the  committee’s 
firm  judgment  that  this  action  is  long  overdue.  Each  year,  the  re¬ 
lated  problems  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  grow  more 
complex  and  no  adequate  or  effective  steps  have  been  taken  to  meet 
these  problems  in  an  orderly  fashion.  It  is  the  committee’s  belief 
that  affirmative  action  can  no  longer  be  delayed  and  that  the  time  has 
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come  when  the  attainment  of  the  objectives  of  the  pending  hill  are 
imperative  in  order  to  assure  a  proper  functioning  of  our  Federal 
system. 

The  committee  desires  to  reemphasize  that,  if  its  objectives  are  to 
be  attained,  members  of  the  Commission  must  be  chosen  on  the 
basis  of  their  individual  experience,  competence,  and  dedication 
to  service  to  the  entire  Nation  and  not  to  any  particular  level  of 
government,  geographic  area,  or  special  interests  with  which  they  are 
associated. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  21,  1959 

Mr.  Muskie  (for  himself,  Mr.  Humphrey,  Mr.  Ervin,  Mr.  Case  of  New  Jersey, 
Mr.  McCarthy,  Mr.  ITartke,  Mr.  Cooper,  Mr.  Langer,  Mr.  Neuberger, 
Mr.  Engle,  Mr.  Moss,  Mr.  Mansfield,  Mr.  Javtts,  Mr.  Douglas,  Mr. 
Jordan,  Mr.  Proxmire,  Mr.  Byrd  of  West  Virginia,  Mr.  Randolph,  Mr. 
McGee,  Mr.  Williams  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Murray,  Mr.  Prouty,  Mrs. 
Smith,  Mr.  Kefauver,  Mr.  Sparkman,  and  Mr.  Pastore)  introduced  the 
following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations 

July  27, 1959 

Reported  by  Mr.  Muskie,  with  an  amendment 
[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 

Relations. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  ADVISOR-Y  COMMISSION  ON  INTERC  OVERNMENTAL 

4  '  RELATIONS 

5  Section  4t  There  is  hereby  established  a  permanent 

6  bipartisan  commission  to  bo  known  as  the  Advisory  Cominis-- 

7  sion  on  -Intergovernmental  Relatiensy  hereinafter  referred  to 
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DECLARATION  OP  PfflirOBE 


Se6t  St  Because  the  complexity  el  models  life  h 
the  need  in  a  federal  form  ef  government  for  the  fullest  co¬ 
operation  and  coordination  of  activities  between  the  levels 
of  government,  and  because  population  growth  and  scientific1 
developments  portend  an  increasingly  complex  society  in 
future  years?  it  is  essential  that  an  appropriate  agency  he 
established  to  give  continuing  attention  to  intergovernmental 
problems. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Gommission?  in  the  performance 
ef  its  duties,  will — 

-(4)-  bring  together  representatives  of  the  Federal, 
State?  and  local  governments  for  the  consideration  of 
eommon  problems ; 

-{Sf  provide  a  forum  for  diseussing  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  coordination  of  Federal  grant  and  other  pro¬ 
grams  requiring  intergovernmental  cooperation; 

-fdf  gbve  critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and 
controls  involved  in  the  administration  of  Federal  grant 


programs ; 

-(4}-  make  available  technical  assistance  to  the 
executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  review  of  proposed  legislation  to  deter¬ 
mine  its  overall  effect  on  the  Federal  system  ;■ 
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-(d)-  encourage  diseussion  and  study  at  an  early 
stage  el  emerging  public  problems  that  are  likely  to 
require  intergovernmental  cooperation,  and 

-fdf  recommend,  within  the  framework  of  the 
Constitution?  the  most  desirable  allocation  of  govern¬ 
mental  functions  and  responsibilities  among  the  several 
levels  of  government. 

MEMBERSHIP  ©P  COMMISSION 

SfiOv  dr  -(a)-  dire  Commission  shall  he  composed  of 
twenty  four  members,  as  follows : 

-(4-)-  Sis  appointed  by  the  President-  of  the  United 
States,  three  of  whom  shall  he  officers  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government,  and  dune  private  citizens,-  all 
of  whom  shall  have  had  experience  or  familiarity  with 
relations  between  the  levels  of  government ; 

-(2}-  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Senate, 
who  shall  he  Members  of  the  Senate? 

-(d)-  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives?  who  shall  he  Members  of  the  House ; 

-(4-)-  Pour  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at 
least  six  Governors  submitted  by  the  Governors-  conference- ; 

-(h)-  Three  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel 
of  at  least  hue  members  of  State  legislative  bodies  s 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


by  ike  'board  el 
mcnts; 
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el  Ike  Council  el  State  Govern- 


-(b)-  hour  appointed  by  Ike  President  Irom  a  panel  el 
at  least  six  mayors  submitted  jointly  by  tke  American 
Municipal  Association  and  tke  United  States  Conference  el 
Mayors ; 

-fTf  One  appointed  by  tke  President  from  a  panel  el  at 
least  twe  elected  eounty  officers  snbmitted  by  tke  National 

-(b)-  ffike  members  appointed  from  private  Ike  nnder 
paragraph  -(4-)-  el  subsection  -(a)-  skall  be  appointed  wkk- 
ent  regard  te  political  affiliation ;  el  each  class  el  members 
enumerated  in  paragraphs  -(2)-  and  -fdf  el  snbseetien  -(a)-? 
twe  shall  be  Irom  tke  majority  party  el  tke  respective  houses-; 
el  eaek  elass  el  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs  -(4)-? 
-f§)-j  and  -(b)-  el  subsection  -(a)^  net  mere  than  twe  shall  be 
from  any  one  political  party ;  el  eaek  elass  el  members 
enumerated  in  paragraphs  -(b)-  and  -(bf  el  subsection  -fnfj 
net  mere  than  one  shall  be  Irom  any  one  State  ■  at  least  twe 
el  tke  appointees  under  paragraph  -fbf  el  subsection  -(a)- 
skoll  be  Irom  cities  under  five  hundred  thousand  population. 

-(e)-  4ke  term  el  office  el  each  member  el  tke  Cornmis 
sien  shall  be  twe  years,-  but  members  shall  be  eligible  ler 
reappointment. 
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ORGANIZATION  OP  TOP  COMMISSION 
Sec.  4t  -fa-)-  The  -President  shall  convene  the  Comm  is 
sien  within  ninety  days  following  enactment  el  this  Act  at 
sneh  time  and  -pi-nee  as  he  may  designate  fee  the  Cemmis 
stems  initial  meetings  Phe  President,  or  his  designee,  shah 
serve  as  the  Commission’s  temporary  Chairman  pending 

-fh}-  Pbe  Commission  shall  eleet  a  Chairman  and  a  Wee 
Chairman  from  among  its  members. 

-fof  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  el  the  Commission 
shall  he  hhed  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the  original 
appointment  was  mad  of  except  that  -where  the  nmnber  ef 
vacancies  is  fewer  than  the  number  ef  members  specified  m 
paragraphs  fe  by  and  d  of  section  3  (a-)-,  each  panel  of  names 
submitted  in  accordance  with  the  aforementioned  paragraphs 
shall  contain  at  least  one  name  more  than  the  number  of 
vacancies. 

-fd)-  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in  the  official 
position  from  which  originally  appointed  under  section  3-fafy 
his  place  on  the  Commission  shall  be  deemed  to  be  vacant. 

-fe)-  Pwelve  members  ef  the  Commission  shall  constitute 
a  quorum,  hut  two  or  more  members  shall  constitute  a 
quorum  for  the  purpose  of  conducting 
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DUTIES  OE  EEE  COMMISSION 
Keo?o?  44  shah  be  the  duty  el  the  Commission— 

( j )  to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to  make  sueh 
studies  and  investigations  ns  one  necessary  or  desirable 
in  the  accomplishment  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section 
2  of  this  Act-; 


ry  on  its  own  initiativey  ways  and 
~  better  relations  between  the  levels 

o 


-or 

n  >oo  id  Tny 
TTTtTfTTo  11/1 

of  government^ 

-{3}-  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the 
and  the  Congress  on  or  before  J anuary  34-  of  eaeh 
vear.  The  Commission  may  also  submit  sueh  additional 
reports  to  the  President,  to  the  Congress  or  any  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of  government  or 
as  the  Commission  may  deem  appropriate? 


POWEBB  AND  ADMIN  I S  TRATIVE  PEOYISIONS 
Sec.  h?  -faf  The  Commission  op  on  the  authorization 
of  the  Commissiony  any  subcommittee  or  members  tbereofy 
may,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
Aety  hold  such  hearings,  take  such  testimony,  and  sit  and 
act  at  such  times  and  places  as  the  Commission  deems  advis¬ 
able?  Anv  member  of  the  Commission  mov  administer 


oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses  appearing  before  the  Com- 
^4  mission  or  anv  subcommittee  or  members 
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-(b)-  Eaeh  department,  agency,  and  instrumentality  el 
the  executive  branch  et  the  Government,  including  inde¬ 
pendent  agencies,-  is  authorized  and  directed  te  furnish  te 
the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by  the  Chairman  or 
Vice  Chairman,  sueb  information  as  the  Commission  deems 
necessary  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act? 

-(e)-  4he  Commission  shah  have  power  to  appoint^  fix 
the  compensation  of7  and  remove  a  stab  director  without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  eivil  sendee  laws  and  the  Classification  Aet  of 
4949 r  Such  appointment  shall  he  made  solely  on  the  basis 
of  fitness  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  position  and  without 
regard  to  politieal  affilatiom 

-(d)-  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  he 
adopted  by  the  Commission,-  the  Chairman,  without  regard 
to  the  eivd  sendee  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  -4949, 
and  without  reference  to  politieal  affihation7  shall  have  die 
power — 

-(4)-  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  oh  and  remove 
sueh  other  personnel  as  he  deems  nceessary7 

-f2)-  to  procure  temporary  and  intermittent  sendees 
to  the  same  extent  as  is  authorized  by  section  45  of  the 
A dministrati ve  -Expenses  Act  of  1946  -(5  U.S.C.  55a)- 
but  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $59  a  day  for  individuals? 

-(e)-  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Ae%  persons 
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in  tfee  emp ley  el  tfee  Commission  under  subsections  -(e)-  ft^d 
■(d) -fl)  el  this  seetien  sfeall  fee  considered  to  fee  Eederal 
employees  ler  all  purposes;  including — 

I  1  \  ll->  f\  T71 1  ft  £ii  \  ~R  />fi  nn  £  .A  nf  ri  q  n  TTl  Q  n  r|  /~1, 

yJLJ  LJLLU  V J I  V  11  k_/  vl  V  1 V  v*  Ivv-lll  Llll  vllt  jL-tvty  (to  ttlllV  J  lvlv  vl 

-ffe  gvgrG.  mi  226?)  , 

-(2)-  tfee  federal  Employees  ’  Group  dale  Insurance 
Act  el  1-954,  as  amended  -f5  IT-.S.G.  2094  2103) , 

-(Sj-  annual  and  sick  leave;  and 
-f4f  tfee  Travel  -Expense  Amt  el  4049;  as  amended 
-ffe  C-.-S.O.  £39-842)-^ 

-{!}-  Are  individual  employed  in  tfee  serviee  el  Ore  Gem- 
mission  shad  fee  paid  compensation  ler  snefe  employment  at 
a  rate  m  excess  el  $29y990  per  annumr 

COMPENSATION  OF  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 
Sc-Or  7t  -(a)-  Members  el  tfee  Commission  who  are  3 


feers  el 


nrn  o  cvi*c_  a+  f  no 

,  ooy  UlilL'v  1  o  v*  1  tiTVy 


feranefe  el  tfee 


Government;  v+evemeesy  or 
el  eity  and  eounty  governments  sfeall  serve  vdtfeeut  eem- 
pensation  in  addition  to  tfeat  reeeived  in  tfeeir  regular  public 
employment,  but  sfeall  fee  allowed  necessary  travel  expenses, 
ineluding  subsistence  -fecy  in  tfee  alternative;  a  per  diem  in 
lieu  el  subsistence  net  to  exceed  tfee  rate  prescribed  in  tfee 
travel  Expense  Act  el  4949y  as  amended)-;  without  regard 


to  tfee  Travel  Expense  Act  el  4049;  as  amended  -(5  dfe-SAfe 
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835  842) ,  the  Standardized  Government  Travel  Regulations, 
or  section  40  of  the  Aet  of  Mareh  3?  4903  -fO  40800  739)  , 
and  other  neecssary  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the  per¬ 
formance  ol  duties  vested  in  the  Gommission. 


-fhf  Members  of  the  Gommission,  ether  than  those  to 
whom  subsection  -(a)-  is  applicable,  shah  receive  compen¬ 
sation  at  the  rate  of  $50  per  day  for  each  day  they  are 
engaged  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of 
the  Gommission  and  shall  he  entitled  to  reimbursement  for 
travel,-  subsistence?  and  other  necessary  expenses  ineurred 
by  them  m  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of 


the  Commission,-  as  provided  for  in  subsection  -(a)-  of  this 
13  section. 
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SEOr  87  -There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  sueh 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  Aetr 

ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  1NTERGOVERMENTAL 

RELATIONS 

Section  1.  There  is  hereby  established  a  permanent  bi¬ 
partisan  commission  to  be  known  as  the  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  hereinafter  referred  to 
as  the  “Commission” . 


S.  2026 - 2 
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DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 
Sec.  2.  Because  the  complexity  of  modern  life  intensifies 
the  need  in  a  federal  form  of  government  for  the  fullest  co¬ 
operation  and,  coordination  of  activities  between  the  levels 
of  government,  and  because  population  growth  and  scientific 
developments  portend  an  increasingly  complex  society  in 
future  years,  it  is  essential  that  an  appropriate  agency  be 
established  to  give  continuing  attention  to  intergovernmental 
problems. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in  the  performance 
it  its  duties,  will — 

(1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the  Federal, 
State,  and  local  governments  for  the  consideration  of 
common  problems; 

(2)  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  coordination  of  Federal  grant  and  other  pro¬ 
grams  requiring  intergovernmental  cooperation; 

(3)  give  critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and 
controls  involved  in  the  administration  of  Federal  grant 
programs; 

(4)  make  available  technical  assistance  to  the 
executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  review  of  proposed  legislation  to  deter¬ 
mine  its  overall  effect  on  the  federal  system; 
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(5)  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an  early 
stage  of  emerging  public  problems  that  are  likely  to 
require  intergovernmental  cooperation; 

(6)  recommend,  within  the  framework  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution,  the  most  desirable  allocation  of  governmental 
functions,  responsibilities,  and  revenues  among  the  sev¬ 
eral  levels  of  government;  and 

(7)  recommend  methods  of  coordinating  and  sim¬ 
plifying  tax  laws  and  administrative  practices  to  achieve 
a  more  orderly  and  less  competitive  fiscal  relationship 
between  the  levels  of  government  and  to  reduce  the  burden 
of  compliance  for  taxpayers. 

MEMBERSHIP  OF  THE  COMMISSION 
Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed  of 
twenty-seven  members,  as  follows: 

(1)  Six  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  three  of  whom  shall  be  officers  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government,  and  three  private  citizens,  all  of  whom 
shall  have  had  experience  or  familiarity  with  relations 
between  the  levels  of  government; 

(2)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Senate, 
who  shall  be  Members  of  the  Senate; 

(3)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  who  shall  be  Members  of  the  House; 
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(4)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at 
least  eight  governors  submitted  by  the  Governors  Con¬ 
ference; 

(5)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of 
at  least  six  members  of  State  legislative  bodies  submitted  by 
the  board  of  managers  of  the  Council  of  State  Governments; 

(6)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of 
at  least  eight  mayors  submitted  jointly  by  the  American 
Municipal  Association  and  the  United  States  Conference  of 
Mayors; 

(7)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of 
at  least  eight  elected  county  officers  submitted  by  the 
National  Association  of  County  Officials. 

(b)  The  members  appointed  from  private  life  under 
paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be  appointed  without 
regard  to  political  affiliation;  of  each  class  of  members 
enumerated  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a), 
two  shall  be  from  the  majority  party  of  the  respective 
houses;  of  each  class  of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs 
(4),  (5),  (6),  and  (7)  of  subsection  (a),  not  more  than 

9 

two  shall  be  from  any  one  political  party;  of  each  class 
of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs  (5),  (6),  and  (7) 
of  subsection  (a),  not  more  than  one  shall  be  from  any  one 
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1  State;  at  least  two  of  the  appointees  under  paragraph  (6) 

2  of  subsection  ( a)  shall  he  from  cities  under  five  hundred, 

3  thousand  population . 

4  (c)  The  term  of  office  of  each  member  of  the  Commis- 

5  sion  shall  be  two  years,  but  members  shall  be  eligible  for 

6  reappointment. 

7  ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

8  Sec.  4.  (a)  The  President  shall  convene  the  Commis- 

9  sion  within  ninety  days  following  enactment  of  this  Act  at 

10  such  time  and,  place  as  he  may  designate  for  the  Commis- 

11  sion’s  initial  meeting. 

12  (b)  The  President  shall  designate  a  Chairman  and  a 

13  Vice  Chairman  from  among  members  of  the  Commission. 

14  ( c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the  Commission 

15  shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the  original  ap- 

16  pointment  was  made;  except  that  where  the  number  of  vacan- 

17  cies  is  fewer  than  the  number  of  members  specified  in 

18  paragraphs  4,  5,  6,  and  7  of  section  3(a),  each  panel  of 

19  names  submitted  in  accordance  with  the  aforementioned,  para- 

20  graphs  shall  contain  at  least  two  names  for  each  vacancy. 

21  (d)  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in  the  official 

22  position  from  which  originally  appointed  under  section  3(a), 

23  his  place  on  the  Commission  shall  be  deemed  to  be  vacant. 
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1  (e)  Fourteen  members  of  the  Commission  shall  constitute 

2  a  quorum,  but  two  or  more  members  shall  constitute  a  quorum 

3  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  hearings. 

4  DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

5  Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Commission— 

6  (1)  to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to  make  such 

7  studies  and  investigations  as  are  necessary  or  desirable 

8  in  the  accomplishment  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section 

9  2  of  this  Act ; 

10  (2)  to  consider,  on  its  own  initiative,  ways  and 

11  means  for  fostering  better  relations  between  the  levels 

12  of  government; 

13  (3)  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the  President  and 

14  the  Congress  on  or  before  January  31  of  each  year. 

15  The  Commission  may  also  submit  such  additional  re- 

16  ports  to  the  President,  to  the  Congress  or  any  com- 

17  mittee  of  the  Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of  government  or 

18  organization  as  the  Commission  may  deem  appropriate. 

19  POWERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

20  Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the  authorization 

21  of  the  Commission,  any  subcommittee  or  members  thereof, 

22  may,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 

23  Act,  hold  such  hearings,  take  such  testimony,  and  sit  and 

24  act  at  such  times  and  places  as  the  Commission  deems  advis- 

25  able.  Any  member  of  the  Commission  may  administer 
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oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses  appearing  before  the  Com¬ 
mission  or  any  subcommittee  or  members  thereof. 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instrumentality  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  including  inde¬ 
pendent  agencies,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  furnish  to 
the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by  the  Chairman  or 
Vice  Chairman,  such  information  as  the  Commission  deems 
necessary  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to  appoint,  fix 
the  compensation  of,  and  remove  a  staff  director  without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  civil-service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949.  Such  appointment  shall  be  made  solely  on  the  basis 
of  fitness  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  position  and  without 
regard  to  political  affiliation. 

(d)  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be 
adopted  by  the  Commission,  the  Chairman,  without  regard 
to  the  civil-service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
and  without  reference  to  political  affiliation,  shall  have  the 
power — 

(1 )  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of,  and  remove 
such  other  personnel  as  he  deems  necessary 

(2)  to  procure  temporary  and  intermittent  services 
to  the  same  extent  as  is  authorized  by  section  IS  of  the 
Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) 
but  at  rates  not  to  exceed,  $50  a  day  for  individuals. 
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(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  persons 
in  the  employ  of  the  Commission  under  subsections  ( c )  and 
(d)(1)  of  this  section  shall  be  considered  to  be  Federal 
employees  for  all  purposes,  including — 

(1)  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  2251-2267), 

(2)  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Life  Insurance 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2091-2103), 

(3)  annual  and  sick  leave,  and 

(4)  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  835-842). 

(f)  No  individual  employed  in  the  service  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  shall  be  paid  compensation  for  such  employment  at 
a  rate  in  excess  of  $20,000  per  annum. 

COMPENSATION  OF  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 
Sec.  7.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress,  officers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Federal  Government,  Governors,  or  full-time  salaried  officers 
of  city  and,  county  governments  shall  serve  without  com¬ 
pensation  in  addition  to  that  received  in  their  regular  public 
employment,  but  shall  be  allowed  necessary  travel  expenses 
( or,  in  the  alternative,  a  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence  and 
mileage  not  to  exceed  the  rates  prescribed  in  the  Travel  Ex¬ 
pense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended),  without  regard  to  the  Travel 
Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  835-842),  the 
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Standardized  Government  Travel  Regulations ,  or  section  10 
of  the  Act  of  March  3 ,  7555  (5  TJ.S.C.  73b),  and  other 
necessary  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the  performance  of 
duties  vested  in  the  Commission. 

(b)  Members  of  the  Commission,  other  than  those  to 
whom  subsection  (a)  is  applicable,  shall  receive  compensa¬ 
tion  at  the  rate  of  $50  per  day  for  each  day  they  are  engaged 
in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  shall  be  entitled  to  reimbursement  for  travel, 
subsistence,  and  other  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  them 
in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of  the 
Commission,  as  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 
Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  Act. 
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HOUSE 

1.  LABOR -HE17  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  I960.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference 

report  on  this  bill,  H*  R.  6769,  and  acted  on  amendments  which  W  been  reported 
in  disagreement#  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President#  p^.  13442-4, 
13450-2 -413466-75 

2.  HJTERGOVERNT'iENTAL  RELATIONS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Government 

Operations  Committee  voted  to  report,  amended,  (but  did  not  actually  report) 

H.  R#  6904,  to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
(p.  D692 ) #  The  Committee  was  authorized  to  file  its  report  until  midnight 
tonight,  July  31  (p»  13486) 
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RESEARCH.  The  Science  and  Astronautics  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R. 
8284,  to  make  various  amendments  to  the  National  Science  Foundation  Act  \H. 

Rept.  740)#  p.  13563 


-2— 


4«  BUILDINGS.  Received  from  GSA  a  report  on  lease  agreements  which  do  not  bird  t\ 
Government  for  periods  in  excess  of  10  years  which  were  entered  into  Jan.  2, 
1959,  through  June  30,  1959  (p.  13563). 


DS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendmei 
',  to  amend  the  Recreation  Act  of  1926  to  provide  that  lands  conveyec 


'H.  R. 


V  -  - -  - - -  w  ^  ^  w  v 

Act  for  State  park  purposes  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  640-acre 
‘  738).  p.  13563 


under 


itation 


6.  FOREIGN  (hjRRENCIES.  /agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  5674/the  military 


construction  bill  which  includes  authority  for  the  use  of  Publi p/law  480  foreign 
curreneies.\  This  "bill  #ill  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.’  3*5441 -’2’  13449-50,/ 

13475-9  / 


LOANS;  BANKING #\  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  8160,  to  lib^alize  in  several 
respects  the  limitations  on  borrowing  and  lending  by  national  banks  (see  Digest 
124  for  summary  o!K  bill).  pp.  13479-80,  13490-4 

Passed  withouc\amendment  H.  R.  8159,  to  amend  the  ><ktional  banking  laws  to 
clarify  or  eliminateXambiguities ,  repeal  obsolete  provisions  (including  provi¬ 
sions  for  national  agricultural  credit  corporations  )$ etc.  pp.  13480-90 


8.  CREDIT  UNIONS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  &3Q5,  to  make  various  amendments  l! 


the  Federal  Credit  Union  A< 
maturities  of  loans  from  3 
to  $1,000,  etc.  pp.  13479, 


including  provisions  to  increase  the  maximum 
5  years,  increase  signature  loan  limits  from  $400 
►94-511 


t  of  the  big  newspapers  have  a  "strong 
executive  branch"  and  that  this  attitude 
Representatives  discussed  this  matter* 


9.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Bailey  char, 
bias  toward  the  free— trade  policy 
is  reflected  in  their  news  items, 
pp.  13522-34 

Rep.  Curtis,  Mo.,  inserted  and /didcus sed  tables  which,  he  said,  indicate 
that  the  foreign  aid  program  is  result im.  in  increased  foreign  trade,  pp 
13547-52  ^  X  * 


10.  PERSONNEL.  The  hays  and  Mean^ Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 
report)  H.  R.  135,  to  provide  an  income  tax  credit  in  the  case  of  civil-service 
annuities  received  by  nonresident  alien  individuals  not  engaged  in  trade  or 
business  with  the  U.  S.  jo.  D693  \  a 


11.  PAYROLLING.  The  hays /dnd  Means  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 
report)  H.  R.  3151, ^providing  for  withholding, for  ta&g  by  cities  of  75,000 
or  more  populatioi#  of  Federal  salaries,  p.  D693 


12,  CASEIN  IMPORTS.  /*The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  voted  to  repc. 
actually  report)  H.  R.  7456,  to  extend  for  3  years  the  sus] 
imports  of  casein,  p.  D693 


(but  did  not 
sion  of  duty  on 


13.  PUBLIC  DI 
ing  man^ 
Reserve 


Rep.  Reuss  defended  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee 1 s 'policy  regard¬ 
ant  of  the  Federal  debt,  etc.,  against  criticisms  fromSJhe  Federal 
Board,  etc.  pp.  13544-7 


14»  HOUSING.  Rep.  Rains  criticized  the  President's  veto  of  the  housing  bj 
13514-22 


pp. 


15. ^  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Majority  Leader  McCormack  announced  next  week's  pro, 
follows;  Mon*,  Consent  Calendar  and  suspensions  including  S.  1512,  regard: 
Federal  land  banks;  H.  R.  7740,  on  acreage  history  and  allotments;  H.  R.  6861^ 
providing  for  State  contributions  to  disaster  relief;  and  S.  1289,  extending 
the  special  milk  program.  Tues.  and  until  terminated  (if  a  rule  is  reported), 
the  labor-management  bill.  p.  13466 
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5.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS,,  Both  Houses  received  from  the  National  Advisory  Council  on 
International  Monetary  and  Financial  problems  a  report  on  its  activities  for 
July  1  to  Dec.  31,  1953.  pp.  13568,  13719 


6.  VETERANS’  BENEFITS.  Sens.  Young,  0.,  and  Yarborough  urged  the  enactment  , of 
legislation  to  provide  education  benefits  to  veterans  who  have  served  Jtn  the 

Forces  since  the  Korean  conflict,  pp.  13600-2 

7.  FORESTRY^;  NATURAL  RESOURCES,,  Sen,  Neuberger  inserted  a  letter  froj/the  Citizens 
Committee  on  Natural  Resources  urging  the  enactment  of  legislation  for  the 
preservation  of  wilderness  areas,  pp.  13609-10 

Sen.  Murl^ay  inserted  an  article  by  the  chief  of  staff  of  the  Menninger 
Foundation  discussing  the  need  for  recreational  activities,/ and  stating  that 
'wilderness  and  near  wilderness  areas  are  essential  to  th§^ mental  health  of 
both  children  and  adults.”  pp.  13626-8 

8.  TEXTILES.  Sen.  Pasmore  inserted  a  Department  of  Commence  press  release  dis¬ 

cussing  the  first  meeting  of  the  interdepartmental  textile  Industry  Advisory 
Committee  studying  problems  in  the  textile  industry,  pp.  13618-9 

9.  MINERALS.  S.  1855,  to  amend  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920  so  as  to  increase 

certain  acreage  limitation^,  with  respect  to  i^aska,  was  made  the  unfinished 
business,  p.  13653 

10.  ECONOMIC  CONDITIONS.  Sen.  Javit\ discussed  the  "economic  and  budgetary  reali¬ 

ties  confronting  the  Congress,”  ilacludyvg  comments  on  inflation.  Federal 
expenditures,  foreign  aid,  and  the  ^moortance  of  food  in  our  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram.  pp.  13657-69 

Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  discussed  tfurV serious  economic  and  financial  crisis,” 
and  urged  a  reduction  in  Federal ydxpencHtures  and  the  control  of  inflation, 
pp.  13675-80 

11.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Morse  Opposed  proposed  legislation  to  authorize  Federal 

subsidies  to  private  power ^companies  operating  up-stream  storage  dams,  and 
inserted  a  statement  by  Rf^p.  Uilman,  and  his  own  statement  before  the  S. 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee,  opposlpg  such  legislation,  pp. 
13682-4 


HOUSE 

L2.  MILK.  Passed,  un^fer  suspension  of  the  rules,  S.  1289,  to\increase  and  extend 
the  special  mjMfe  program  (pp.  13710-2) .  Earlier  in  the  day,  at  the  request 
of  Rep.  Pelly£ S.  1289  was  passed  over  without  prejudice  (rV  13690)  .  See 
Digest  124  jfox  the  provisions  of  this  bill. 

L3.  DISASTER  l&LIEF.  Passed,  under  suspension  of  the  rules,  H.  R.  6861,  to  re¬ 
quire  attributions  by  State  governments  to  the  cost  of  feed  or  s\ed  furnished 
to  f ajfmers ,  ranchers,  or  stockmen  in  disaster  areas,  pp.  13709-10 


L4.  PE^UTS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  4938,  to  continue  the  exemption  of 
lanuts  from  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas,  p.  13690 


reen 


COTTON.  Debated,  under  suspension  of  the  rules,  H.  R.  7740,  to  provide  for 
the  preservation  of  acreage  history  and  the  reallocation  of  unused  cotton 
acreage  allotments.  In  the  light  of  an  absence  of  a  quorum  and  under  unani¬ 
mous  agreement,  the  vote  on  this  bill  was  passed  over  until  Wed.,  Aug.  5. 
pp.  13702-9 
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16. 


FARM  LOANS.  Passed  with  amendment  S«  1512,  to  amend  the  Federal  Farm  Loan  Acty 
so  as  to  transfer  responsibility  for  making  appraisals  from  the  Farm  Credit 
Administration  to  the  Federal  land  banks.  The  House  previously  passed  wit) 
amei&:<mant  H.  R.  6353,  a  similar  bill,  and  then  substituted  the  provisions' of 
R.  6353  for  the  language  in  S.  1512,  and  H.  R.  6353  was  laid  on  the table, 
amendment,  which  was  offered  by  Rep.  Murray,  was  to  make  the  retirement 
deductions  7%  for  certain  employees  who  would  become  employees  of  ti}£  banks, 
pp.  136S0-7 

Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  7629,  to  amend  Sec.  17  of  the  Bdnkhead-Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act  so  as  to  continue  indefinitely  the  authority  of/FIIA  to  make 
real  estate  loans  for  refinancing  farm  debts,  p.  13698 


17,  LANDS;  LEASIN^  MINERALS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1110/  to  allow  this 

Department  tox^cnvey  interests  in  submarginal  lands  to  CL^mson  College,  S.C, 

H.  R.  4697,  a  similar  bill,  was  laid  on  the  table.  Thi/  bill  will  now  be  sent 
to  the  PresidentX  p.  13690 

Passed  as  reported  K.  R.  6940,  to  amend  the  Mine/al  Leasing  Act  of  1920  so 
as  to  increase  certXixi  acreage  limitations  with  respect  to  Alaska,  p.  13699 

Passed  as  reported Xl.  R.  6939,  to  amend  the  acT  providing  for  the  leasing 
of  coal  lands  in  AlaskiXso  as  to  increase  the  acreage  limitation  in  such  act/* 
p.  13699-700 

Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  5849,  to  my'fiify  conditions  under  which 
Alaska  may  select  lands  madXsubject  to  lea^e,  permit,  license,  or  contract, 
p.  13701 

The  Subcommittee  on  Departmental  Oves/ight  and  Consumer  Relations  of  the 
Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  Cb  the  full  committee  two  bills:  (1) 

H.  R,  5442,  to  authorize  this  Department  to  convey  certain  lands  in  Iowa  to 
the  city  of  Keosauqua;  and  (2)  H.  R/\6669 ,  with  amendment,  to  provide  that  the 
Louisiana  State  University  may  us©/ teVtain  real  property  heretofore  conveyed 
to  it  for  general  educational  pu/poses\  p.  D701 


13,  RECLAMATION.  Conferees  were  agJpointed  on  X.  994,  to  authorize  the  Interior 

Department  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Spokane  Valley  project,  Vlas 
and  Idaho,  under  Federal  reclamation  laws.  Senate  conferees  have  been  ap¬ 
pointed.  p.  13687  7  X 


19.  COCONUT  OIL.  Passed  oyer,  at  the  request  of  Rep.  weaver,  H.  J.  Res.  441,  to 
authorize  the  disposition  of  approximately  265  million  pounds  of  coconut  oil 
from  the  national  stockpile,  p.  13690  ^ 


20.  DEFENSE  DEPARTMEl 
on  this  bill. 


APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  Received\the  conference  report 
R.  7454  (H.  Rept.  743).  pp.  13685-7,  137*9 


21*  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported 
(on  July  31,  during  adjournment)  with  amendments H.  R.  6904,  to  establish  an 
advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  (H.  Rept.  742).  p.  13719 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  A  report  submitted  on  July  29,  on  the  Second  Meetin^of  the 
Canada-Uiiited  States  Interparliamentary  Group  (U.  S.  Members  of  Congress  and 
Canadian  M.  P.'s),  includes  a  discussion  on  trade  problems  (relating  mainly 
o  minerals)  between  the  two  countries  and  a  section  on  boundary  water  pybletm 
including  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  (H.  Rept.  730). 


TEXTILES;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
not  actually  report)  two  bills  with  amendment:  (1)  H,  R.  2886,  to  suspend  for' 
3  years  the  import  duties  on  certain  classifications  of  spun  silk  yarn;  and  (2) 

H.  R.  6249,  to  liberalize  the  tariff  laws  for  works  of  art  and  other  exhibition 
material,  p.  D702 


86th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 
1st  Session  J  (No.  742 


ESTABLISHING  AN  ADVISORY  COMMISSION'DN  INTER¬ 
GOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS  ‘ 


Jult  31,  1959. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Dawson,  from  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  6904] 

The  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (H.R.  6904)  to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably 
thereon  with  amendments  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended 
do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Page  2,  line  24,  strike  “cooperation,  and”  and  insert  “cooperation;”. 

Page  3,  line  3,  strike  “functions  and”  and  insert  “functions,”. 

Page  3,  line  3,  after  the  word  “responsibilities”  insert  “,  and  reve¬ 
nues”. 

Page  3,  line  4,  strike  “government.”  and  insert  “government; 

and”. 

Page  3,  after  line  4,  add  the  following  new  paragraph: 

(7)  recommend  methods  of  coordinating  and  simplifying 
tax  laws  and  administrative  practices  to  achieve  a  more 
orderly  and  less  competitive  fiscal  relationship  between  the 
levels  of  government  and  to  reduce  the  burden  of  compliance 
tor  taxpayers. 

Page  3,  line  7,  strike  “twenty-four”  and  insert  “twenty-five”. 

Page  3,  line  18,  strike  “six”  and  insert  “eight”. 

Page  3,  line  20,  strike  “five”  and  insert  “six”. 

Page  3,  line  24,  strike  “six”  and  insert  “eight”. 

Page  4,  line  3,  strike  “One”  and  insert  “Two”. 

Page  4,  line  4,  strike  “two”  and  insert  “four”. 

Page  4,  line  13,  after  the  word  “party”  and  before  the  semicolon 
add  “and  of  the  members  enumerated  in  paragraph  (7)  of  subsection 
(a),  not  more  than  one  shall  be  from  any  one  political  party”. 

34006—59 - 1 


2  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

Page  4,  line  14,  strike  “(5)  and”  and  insert  “(5).”. 

Page  4,  line  14,  after  “(6)”  insert  “,  and  (7)”. 

Page  4,  beginning  in  line  25,  strike  out  “The  President,  or  his 
designee,  shall”  and  all  that  follows  down  through  line  2  on  page  5. 

Page  5,  lines  3  and  4,  strike  out  “The  Commission  shall  elect  a 
Chairman  and  a  Vice  Chairman  from  among  its  members.”  and  insert 
“The  President  shall  designate  a  Chairman  and  a  Vice  Chairman  from 
among  members  of  the  Commission.” 

Page  5,  line  9,  strike  “and”. 

Page  5,  line  9,  after  “6”  insert  “,  and  7”. 

Page  5,  lines  11  and  12,  strike  out  “one  name  more  than  the  number 
of  vacancies.”  and  insert  “two  names  for  each  vacancy.” 

Page  5,  line  16,  strike  “Twelve”  and  insert  “Thirteen”. 

Page  6,  line  15,  strike  “of”  and  insert  “authorized  by”. 

Page  8,  lines  12  and  13,  strike  out  “expenses,  including  subsistence” 
and  insert  “expenses”. 

Page  8,  line  14,  after  “subsistence”  insert  “and  mileage”. 

Page  8,  line  14,  strike  “rate”  and  insert  “rates”. 

PURPOSE 

H.R.  6904,  as  amended,  would  establish  a  permanent  bipartisan 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  which,  on  a 
continuing  basis,  will  (1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the  Federal, 
State,  and  local  governments  for  the  consideration  of  common  prob¬ 
lems;  (2)  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  administration  and  coordi¬ 
nation  of  Federal  grant  and  other  programs  requiring  intergovern¬ 
mental  cooperation;  (3)  give  critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and 
controls  involved  in  the  administration  of  Federal  grant  programs; 
(4)  make  available  technical  assistance  to  the  executive  and  legislative 
branches  of  the  Federal  Government  in  the  review  of  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  to  determine  its  overall  effect  on  the  Federal  system;  (5)  encourage 
discussion  and  study  at  an  early  stage  of  emerging  public  problems 
that  are  likely  to  require  intergovernmental  cooperation;  (6)  recom¬ 
mend,  within  the  framework  of  the  Constitution,  the  most  desirable 
allocation  of  governmental  functions,  responsibilities,  and  revenues 
among  the  several  levels  of  government;  and  (7)  recommend  methods 
of  coordinating  and  simplifying  tax  laws  and  administrative  practices 
to  achieve  a  more  orderly  and  less  competitive  fiscal  relationship 
between  the  levels  of  government  and  to  reduce  the  burden  of  com¬ 
pliance  for  taxpayers. 

The  underlying  purpose  of  the  Commission  is  to  strengthen  the 
ability  of  our  Federal  system  to  meet  the  problems  of  an  increasingly 
complex  society  by  promoting  greater  cooperation,  understanding,  and 
coordination  of  activities  between  the  separate  levels  of  government. 

The  membership  of  the  Commission  would  be  drawn,  for  the  most 
part,  from  among  active  and  responsible  public  officials  at  all  levels 
of  government.  Thus,  the  Commission  would  benefit  from  both  the 
firsthand  knowledge  of  its  members  of  the  problems  under  considera¬ 
tion  and  their  ability  to  communicate  the  findings  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Commission  to  their  respective  levels  of  government. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Commission  will  provide  guidance  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  for  the  development  of  sound  Federal 
policies  with  respect  to  State  and  local  government.  The  Advisory 
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Commission,  however,  would  in  no  way  substitute  for  or  interfere 
with  either  the  responsibility  of  the  President  for  the  coordination  of 
Federal  intergovernmental  programs  or  with  the  legislative  responsi¬ 
bilities  of  the  Congress.  It  is  intended  that  the  Commission  will  also 
provide  guidance  for  the  development  of  sound  intergovernmental 
relations  at  the  State  and  local  levels. 

The  committee  wishes  to  emphasize  its  intention  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  will  serve  to  strengthen  State  and  local  government  so  as  to 
preserve  the  values  of  our  Federal  system.  It  should  be  an  objective 
of  the  Commission  to  facilitate  discussion  of  intergovernmental 
problems  and  to  identify  governmental  responsibilities  as  they  arise, 
and  to  make  appropriate  suggestions  and  recommendations  to  the 
proper  level  of  government  if  recognized  responsibilities  are  not  being 
met  at  such  level. 

BACKGROUND 

H.R.  6904  implements  a  major  recommendation  of  the  30th  report 
)  of  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations  which  was  unanimously 
adopted  in  August  1958. 

In  that  report  (H.  Rept.  2533,  85th  Cong.,  2d  sess.)  the  committee 
recommended  “the  establishment  of  a  broadly  based  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  drawing  its  membership 
from  the  Congress,  the  executive  branch,  Governors,  State  legislators, 
mayors,  county  officials,  and  private  citizens.”  The  committee 
envisaged  “that  such  a  large  body  would  meet  infrequently,  but  would 
maintain  working  committees  to  deal  with  special  problems  and  would 
be  assisted  by  a  permanent  professional  staff.” 

The  recommendation  for  an  Advisory  Commission  is  the  result  of 
3  years  of  intensive  study  of  Federal-State-local  relations  by  the 
committee’s  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee.  In  the 
course  of  its  investigations  the  subcommittee  held  numerous  public 
hearings,  including  field  hearings  thioughout  the  country  during  the 
fall  of  1957,  and  made  questionnaire  surveys  and  special  studies.1 
The  subcommittee’s  investigations  pointed  strongly  to  the  need  for  a 
permanent  Advisory  Commission  to  build  on  the  foundation  laid  by 
the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  (the  Kestnbaum 
Commission,  whose  1955  report  to  the  President  and  the  Congress 
I  was  referred  to  and  thoroughly  studied  by  the  subcommittee),  and 
the  need  to  strengthen  communication  and  relations  between  the 


1  The  printed  hearings  and  reports  are  as  follows: 

Staff  Report  on  Replies  from  Federal  Agencies  to  Questionnaire  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  (August 
1956). 

Replies  from  State  and  Local  Governments  to  Questionnaire  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Sixth 
Report  by  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations  (H.  Rept.  575),  June  1957. 

Federal-State-Local  Relations.  Hearings  before  a  subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  House  of  Feprecentatives  (July  29,  30,  and  31,  1957). 

Federal-State- Local  Relations,  State  and  Local  Officials.  Hearings  before  a  subcommittee  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations,  House  of  Representatives: 

Part  1:  Boston,  Mass.,  and  New  Ycrk,  N.Y.  (Sept.  30,  Oct.  1,  2,  3,  4,  and  7,  1957). 

Part  2:  Chicago,  Ill.,  and  Kansas  City,  Mo.  (Oct.  16,  17,  18,  21,  and  22,  1957). 

Part  3:  Denver,  Colo.,  and  San  Francisco,  Calif.  (Oct.  24,  25,  28,  and  29,  1957). 

Part  4:  New  Orleans,  La.,  and  Raleigh,  N.C.  (Nov.  18  and  19,  and  Dec.  10  and  11,  1957). 

Federal-State- Local  Relations,  Dade  County  (Fla.)  Metropolitan  Government.  Hearings  before  a  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  House  of  Representatives  (Nov.  21  and  22,  1957). 

Federal-State- Local  Relations,  Joint  Federal-State  Action  Committee.  Hearings  before  a  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  House  of  Representatives  (Feb.  18,  1958). 

Federal-State-Local  Relations,  Nongovernmental  Organizations  and  Individuals.  Hearings  before  a 
subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  House  of  Representatives  (Feb.  25  and  26, 
1958). 

Federal-State-Local  Relations,  Federal  Departments  and  Agencies.  Hearings  before  a  subcommittee 
of  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  House  of  Representatives,  Mar.  26,  27;  Apr.  2,  30:  May  7,  8; 
and  June  19,  1958. 

Federal-State-Local  Relations,  Federal  Grants-in-Aid,  30th  Report  by  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations  (H.  Rept.  2533),  August  1958. 
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levels  of  government.  The  Kestnbaum  Commission’s  2-year  study 
of  intergovernmental  relations  was  the  first  official  undertaking  of  its 
kind  since  the  Consitutional  Convention  in  1787. 

Identical  bills  to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  were  introduced  in  the  House  on  May  6, 
1959,  by  Representative  L.  H.  Fountain  (H.R.  6904)  and  Representa¬ 
tive  Florence  P.  Dwyer  (H.R.  6905).  A  companion  Senate  bill, 
S.  2026,  was  introduced  by  Senator  Edmund  S.  Muskie  for  himself 
and  25  cosponsors. 

JOINT  HEARINGS 

Joint  hearings  were  held  on  the  identical  bills,  H.R.  6904,  H.R. 
6905,  and  S.  2026,  by  the  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee 
and  the  Senate  Committee  on  Government  Operations.  In  these 
joint  hearings,  held  on  June  16,  17,  19,  and  22,  1959,  the  committees 
heard  21  witnesses  and  received  written  statements  from  45  additional 
individuals  or  organizations  who  were  unable  to  be  present. 

The  witnesses  included  Members  of  Congress,  Governors,  mayors 
representing  the  two  national  municipal  organizations,  a  spokesman 
for  the  National  Association  of  County  Officials,  and  members  of  the 
former  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

Testimony  or  statements  favoring  this  legislation  were  received 
from  22  Governors.  In  addition,  the  committee  received  communica¬ 
tions  from  16  Governors  who  were  unable  to  attend  the  hearings  and 
who  expressed  no  opinion  on  the  bills.  No  Governor  was  opposed 
to  the  Commission’s  establishment. 

State  Senator  Leslie  B.  Cutler  of  Massachusetts  presented  the 
committees  in  joint  hearing  with  a  unanimous  resolution  adopted 
June  10,  1959,  by  the  Massachusetts  Senate  memoralizing  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  enact  this  legislation  for  the  establishment  of  an  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  Similar  resolutions 
have  also  been  adopted  by  the  American  Municipal  Association,  the 
U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors,  and  the  National  Association  of  County 
Officials. 

NEED  FOR  COMMISSION 

The  need  for  a  permanent  Commission  to  give  continuing  attention 
to  intergovernmental  problems  has  been  widely  recognized. 

Ten  years  ago  the  first  Hoover  Commission  recommended  the 
establishment  of  a  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

Last  year  this  committee,  after  hearings  by  its  subcommittee 
throughout  the  United  States,  made  a  similar  recommendation.  In 
emphasizing  the  need  for  a  permanent  commission  the  committee 
stated  in  its  report: 

Occasional  studies  and  ad  hoc  committees,  however  useful, 
are  not  an  effective  substitute  for  the  continuous  review  of 
intergovernmental  programs  and  problems  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  Federal  system  as  a  whole.2 

Last  month  a  joint  hearing  of  the  Intergovernmental  Relations  Sub¬ 
committee  and  the  Senate  Committee  on  Government  Operations 
adduced  unanimous  testimony  in  support  of  a  permanent  commission. 
This  support  had  no  geographical  limitations,  no  political  differences, 
no  divisiveness  as  between  levels  of  government. 


>H.  Rept.  2533,  85th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  p.  39. 
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The  advocacy  of  distinguished  witnesses  was  universal  and  reflected 
many  areas  of  interest  and  experience;  it  also,  with  unconcerted  fore¬ 
sight,  anticipated  numerous  arguments  which  might  be  made  against 
the  proposal  by  those  who  are  not  as  close  to  the  problems  involved. 
This  report,  therefore,  incorporates  excerpts  at  some  length  from  their 
testimony. 

EXCERPTS  FROM  TESTIMONY 

Mr.  Meyer  Kestnbaum,  in  speaking  of  the  work  of  the  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  which  he  headed,  stated: 

I  am  sure  I  need  not  remind  you  that  the  Commission,  in 
making  its  report,  had  in  mind  the  fact  that  its  study  was  only 
the  beginning  of  a  real  inquiry  into  the  whole  subject. 
***** 

I  should  like  to  go  on  record  as  saying  that  the  idea  of  a 
commission  that  will  give  the  President  and  the  Congress  the 
benefit  of  careful,  incisive  research  and  examination  of  the 
many  problems  that  face  us  in  this  area,  is  sound,  and  that  it 
can  fulfill  a  very  important  and  useful  function. 

^Former  Congressman  Brooks  Hays,  who  served  as  a  member  of  the 
Kestnbaum  Commission,  addressed  himself  to  what  is  frequently  the 
first  reaction  when  a  commission  is  proposed.  Mr.  Hays  said : 

I  see  no  escape  from  what  you  might  call  the  proliferation 
of  agencies.  Mow  I  do  not  mean  that  we  can  go  on  just 
multiplying  commissions  and  agencies,  but  as  we  find  some 
new  need,  and  establish  a  commission,  we  also  find  the 
atrophy  of  commissions  that  were  born  out  of  another  neces¬ 
sity  that  can  be  abandoned. 

***** 

But  to  refuse  to  meet  a  new  need,  with  imagination,  such 
as  underlies  this  legislation,  is  simply  not  to  give  proper 
weight  to  the  dynamic  character  of  this  Federal  system. 

I  see  no  escape  from  it.  In  other  words,  the  alternative 
of  doing  nothing  because  you  do  not  want  to  yield  is  to  assume 
that  we  have  already  achieved  the  ideal.  But  we  need 
changes,  and  inaction  is  unthinkable  with  America’s  genius 
for  going  forward  in  other  fields. 

One  trouble,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  we  have  lagged  in 
working  this  whole  political  enterprise,  as  I  like  to  call  it. 
People  in  America  have  falsely  assumed  that  the  system, 
being  what  Gladstone  said,  largely  will  operate  itself. 

And  we  have  given  so  much  of  our  intellectual  energies  in 
America  to  other  fields — the  fields  of  business,  of  education, 
and  of  religious  institutionalism,  if  I  might  come  into  another 
field  that  has  demanded  some  of  my  attention  in  recent 
years,  as  the  chairman  knows. 

If  we  could  relate  these  energies  to  this  problem  of  getting 
people  to  recognize  their  mutual  interests  and  to  be  less  rigid 
in  their  loyalties  to  local,  State,  and  Federal  Government  so 
they  see  the  higher  level  through  imaginative  eyes,  if  we 
could  pour  some  of  their  righteousness  into  the  political  enter¬ 
prise  as  distinguished  from  the  valid  other  loyalties  of  com- 
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merce,  and  so  on,  I  think  we  would  be  meeting  the  demands 
of  the  20th  century,  because  man  is  a  political  creature  and  he 
must  not  let  there  be  a  lag  in  this  field. 

Representative  Harold  C.  Ostertag,  who  was  also  a  member  of  the 
Kestnbaum  Commission,  iti  voicing  his  support  countered  the  argu¬ 
ments  which  might  be  raised  against  creating  a  new  commission  in 
this  way: 

Of  course,  with  any  of  these  proposals  we  must  face  the 
reaction  which  can  be  expected  to  the  creation  of  another 
commission.  But  when  a  good  cause  is  to  be  served,  as  in  this 
case,  I  think  this  is  an  obstacle  which  can  be  overcome  by 
logical  and  sound  explanations. 

Certainly,  there  is  a  continuing  need  for  machinery  in  our 
governmental  structure  to  provide  the  guidance  and  the 
balance  essential  to  strengthening  our  system  of  Government. 

The  creation  of  a  continuing  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations,  in  my  judgment,  makes  possible  such 
machinery  and  provides  the  means  for  the  necessary  follow- 
through  which  is  so  important  to  the  very  objectives  we  seek. 

Further  explaining  his  support  for  an  advisory  commission,  Repre¬ 
sentative  Ostertag  said: 

Now,  on  the  former  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations,  the  so-called  Kestnbaum  Commission,  we  con¬ 
cluded  exhaustive  studies  in  a  great  many  areas  of  inter¬ 
governmental  relations.  There  was  not  agreement  on  all 
of  our  findings  but  one  thing  on  which  we  did  agree  was  that 
there  was  a  definite  need  for  continuous  study  and  observa¬ 
tion  of  intergovernmental  relations  in  this  country.  Some 
felt  that  this  could  best  be  done  from  an  office  in  the  execu¬ 
tive.  Others  felt  that  a  broader  independent  commission 
would  be  more  suitable  for  the  purpose.  So,  while  there  may 
be  various  vehicles  for  carrying  out  this  work,  I  feel  that 
the  bills  which  are  being  considered  by  this  committee  are 
a  step  in  the  right  direction. 

The  aims  of  the  Commission  which  is  proposed  are  very 
sound  and  worthy  of  attainment.  I  note  that  this  is  to  be 
an  advisory  commission,  but  I  would  hope  that  this  com¬ 
mittee  would  consider  more  measures  for  translating  the 
advice  and  recommendations  of  such  an  advisory  commission 
into  concrete  results. 

The  committee  heard  from  still  another  former  member  of  the 
Kestnbaum  Commission,  former  Gov.  Sam  H.  Jones  of  Louisiana,  who 
wrote: 

In  my  opinion  there  is  no  validity  to  the  arguments  that 
“this  is  just  another  commission”  and  “it  has  no  power  and 
can  do  nothing.”  The  wisest  thing  about  our  Federal  system 
is  that  each  level  of  government  is,  within  limitations, 
autonomous  within  its  own  sphere.  It  is,  therefore,  within 
the  nature  of  our  system  that  no  one  level  can  completely 
dominate  the  other  two  levels.  This  legal  situation  makes  an 
advisory  commission  the  only  method  by  which  we  can  tackle 
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and  ultimately  solve  the  accumulated  and  constantly  increas- 
ing  problems  of  our  three-level  system. 

And  I  might  add  here  that,  whilst  the  controversy  between 
the  advocates  of  States  rights  and  those  who  lean  toward 
national  control  is  very  real  and  highly  publicized,  there  is 
another  controversy  tha  t  is  j ust  as  determined.  I  refer  to  the 
battle  that  is  now  raging  between  the  advocates  of  State 
control  and  those  who  sponsor  wider  latitude  for  municipal 
and  county  governments.  This  latter  controversy  is,  in 
many  respects,  more  difficult  than  the  former  because  local 
governments  are  creatures  of  the  State;  while  the  States 
are  not  the  creatures  of  the  National  Government.  It  is 
much  more  important,  therefore,  that  there  should  be  brought 
about  some  forum  for  the  discussion  of  State-local  problems 
than  for  the  discussion  of  national-State  problems. 

The  proposed  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  would  do  both. 

Gov.  Herschel  C.  Loveless  of  Iowa  explained  the  need  for^an 
advisory  commission  in  this  way  when  he  appeared  before  the  joint 
committees: 

The  refinement  of  the  science  of  intergovernmental  rela¬ 
tions,  I  am  firmly  convinced,  is  an  important  key  to  the 
future  success  of  Government  under  our  Federal  system. 

To  compete  with  totalitarian  nations,  who  command  certain 
efficiencies,  however  repugnant  their  philosophy  may  be  to 
us,  we  too  must  develop  new  methods  of  obtaining  economy 
and  efficiency  in  our  democratic  system.  Studious  efforts 
to  improve  coordination  and  eliminate  duplications  between 
the  levels  of  government,  both  in  regulatory  functions  and 
in  meeting  human  needs,  will,  I  am  convinced,  do  wonders 
toward  obtaining  these  results. 

Of  course,  today,  as  heretofore  in  our  democracy,  our 
problem  is  a  dual  one.  We  do  not  propose  to  sacrifice  any 
of  our  basic  liberties  under  the  Federal  system  in  our  zeal  to 
make  government  work  more  efficiently.  But,  as  I  have 
stated  earlier,  I  am  convinced  that  the  true  prerogatives  of 
State  and  local  government  can  best  be  preserved  by  con¬ 
stant  study  and  reevaluation  of  the  appropriate  roles  of 
each  level  of  government  in  the  complicated  pattern  of 
intergovernmental  relations. 

Additional  studies  performed  by  temporary  commissions 
and  ad  hoc  committees  cannot  do  the  job.  The  face  of  gov¬ 
ernment  changes,  too  rapidly.  A  permanent,  impartial 
agency,  equipped  with  the  necessary  resources,  is  required 
for  this  important  work.  I  submit  to  you  that  the  proposed 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  is  the 
logical  answer. 

Gov.  G.  Mennen  Williams,  who  also  testified  in  person  in  the  joint 
hearings,  said: 

The  Advisory  Commission  would  make  a  significant  contri¬ 
bution,  I  think,  if  it  were  to  review  the  areas  of  coordinate 
Federal  and  State  responsibility  with  a  view  toward  raising 
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those  unresolved  questions  of  jurisdiction  and  responsibility 
that  should  be  considered  by  both  the  Federal  and  State 
Governments.  I  am  not  suggesting  any  specific  directions 
that  either  the  Federal  or  State  Governments  should  take  but 
rather  recommending  that  this  important  series  of  problems 
be  given  the  kind  of  study  that  an  Advisory  Commission 
could  provide. 

*  *  *  *  * 

There  is  no  question  in  my  mind,  however,  that  the  whole 
range  of  Federal  activity  should  be  analyzed  constantly  with 
a  view  toward  relieving  it  of  those  responsibilities  that  can 
be  done  better  or  just  as  well  by  the  States.  I  suggest  this 
because  I  feel  that  the  Federal  Government  should  be 
strengthened  in  its  capacity  to  do  those  things  which  it  alone 
can  do.  Specifically,  I  think  this  encompasses  the  crucial 
tasks  of  foreign  relations,  national  security,  and  economic 
stability.  *  *  *  I  have  indicated  what  appear  to  me  to  be 
the  major  issues  confronting  the  American  Federal-State 
system.  Study  of  these  issues  is  the  basic  reason  why  I  feel 
the  proposed  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  is  desirable  and  should  be  established.  Therefore,  I 
urge  favorable  committee  consideration  for  H.R.  6904  and 
recommend  its  quick  enactment  by  the  Congress. 

Gov.  William  G.  Stratton  of  Illinois  wrote  the  committee  that— 

In  my  opinion,  the  creation  of  such  a  permanent  commis¬ 
sion  is  timely  and  necessary. 

The'  Federal  system  of  government  which  is  so  precious  to 
all  of  us  depends  in  essence  on  cooperation  and  correlated 
activities  of  the  various  State  governments  and  the  Federal 
Government.  With  the  explosive  growth  of  population  and 
urbanization  we  are  now  experiencing,  it  becomes  imperative 
that  the  relationships  among  our  governments  must  be  har¬ 
monious. 

A  permanent  commission  could  serve  as  a  clearinghouse 
for  the  various  studies  and  investigations  which  are  being 
made  of  the  functions  and  responsibilities  of  our  govern¬ 
ments.  In  my  opinion,  such  a  commission  would  not  over¬ 
lap  any  of  the  work  now  being  done,  including  that  of  the 
Joint  Federal-State  Action  Committee  in  which  the  Gover¬ 
nors’  Conference  plays  an  important  role. 

Gov.  Luther  H.  Hodges  of  North  Carolina  expressed  his  view  of  the 
Advisory  Commission  in  this  manner: 

From  the  beginning  of  my  service  as  Governor  of  North 
Carolina,  I  have  had  many  occasions  to  deal  with  vital  ques¬ 
tions  affecting  Federal-State  relations.  It  is  my  present 
privilege  to  serve  as  a  member  of  the  Joint  Federal-State 
Action  Committee  (an  unofficial  group  of  State  and  Federal 
officials),  of  which  the  U.S.  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  the 
Governor  of  Idaho  are  currently  the  cochairmen.  In  my 
capacity  as  Governor  and  in  my  capacity  as  a  member  of 
this  Joint  Federal-State  Action  Committee,  I  have  become 
thoroughly  convinced  that  there  is  a  strong  need  for  a  con- 
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tinuing  and  officially  recognized  advisory  agency  to  give  con¬ 
centrated  attention  to  Federal-State  problems. 

Special  studies  in  this  area  such  as  was  done  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  are  helpful  and  of 
course  the  special  attention  to  the  overall  problem  which  has 
been  given  by  the  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  Committee  on  Government  Operations 
has  made  a  great  contribution  to  our  understanding  in  this 
area.  But  what  is  needed  is  a  continuing  advisory  agency 
which  can  take  up  specific  selected  problems,  work  out 
specific  solutions,  and  provide  adequate  followup  to  see  that 
proposed  action  on  specific  problems  is  given  adequate  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  Federal  Government  and  by  the  States. 

Gov.  Foster  Furcolo  of  Massachusetts  made  the  point  that— 

It  is  important,  moreover,  that  the  present  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  formulas  be  surveyed  to  determine  whether  they  are 
equitable.  It  is  desirable,  too,  to  have  some  source  of  clear 
and  accurate  information  as  to  the  Federal  grant  program  so 
that  State  officials  of  both  the  executive  and  legislative 
branches  of  government  will  have  a  clear  understanding  of 
Federal  programs.  Such  an  understanding  is  vital  in  the 
formulation  of  policy  and  the  establishment  and  adminis¬ 
tration  of  programs  within  the  State. 

Senator  Clifford  P.  Case  of  New  Jersey  took  note  in  his  statement 
of  the  effects  of  the  growth  of  government  that  has  taken  place  on  all 
levels  over  the  past  few  decades : 

The  interrelation  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  governmental 
units  brought  about  by  this  growth  has  in  turn  created 
problems  of  its  own.  Our  Federal  system  has  had  *o  adjust 
in  a  manner  undreamed  of  by  our  Founding  Fathers.  Since 
much  of  the  expansion  in  government  has  been  on  an  ad  hoc 
basis,  it  is  perhaps  only  natural  that  inefficiency  and  con¬ 
fusion  have  frequently  accompanied  this  growth.  But  it  is 
imperative,  for  the  future,  that  efforts  be  made  now  to  insure 
a  more  fruitful  cooperation  between  the  various  levels  of 
government.  The  proliferation  of  grant-in-aid  programs 
alone  demands  continuing  study  and  evaluation.  And  there 
are  numerous  areas  of  jurisdictional  conflict  which  should 
receive  more  attention,  particularly  in  relation  to  current 
growth  trends. 

I  am  convinced  that  the  establishment  of  a  permanent 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  would 
do  much  in  this  direction.  It  is  a  practical  idea  and  one  that 
could  result  in  concrete  suggestions  for  the  improvement  of 
our  Federal  system.  By  bringing  together  officials  and 
experts  from  all  levels  of  government,  the  proposed  Com¬ 
mission  can  foster  a  spirit  of  cooperation  and  understanding 
which  is  so  essential  to  a  proper  functioning  of  a  Federal 
system,  and  which  in  turn  could  pave  the  way  for  significant 
improvements  in  the  administration  of  cooperative  programs. 

More  than  ever,  we  need  a  group  of  this  nature  to  study 
the  continuing  impact  of  a  growing  society  on  a  system  of 
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government  that  was  originally  established  for  a  rural  nation 
of  only  3  million  people.  Thanks  to  the  flexibility  of  our 
Constitution,  we  have  been  able  to  adjust  to  the  enormous 
changes  which  have  taken  place  since  that  time.  Today, 
however,  we  live  in  an  age  in  which  the  consequences  of 
change  are  much  more  immediate  and  significant  than  they 
were  170  years  ago.  If  we  value  the  basic  outlines  of  our 
Federal  system,  with  its  balance  of  National  and  State 
jurisdictions,  we  must  pay  more  constant  attention  to  the 
problems  associated  with  intergovernmental  relations. 

I  believe  that  the  proposed  Commission  would  prove  a 
valuable  and  necessary  service  for  the  betterment  of  our 
system  of  government. 

Representative  Chester  W.  Bowles  of  Connecticut  pointed  out  the 
urgency  of  improving  communication  between  the  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment: 

The  basic  problem,  as  both  the  Ivestnbaum  Commission 
and  this  subcommittee’s  report  have  pointed  out,  is  one  of 
communications.  It  seems  impossible  in  this  day  and  age 
that  a  coordinated,  effective  means  of  sharing  information 
and  ideas  between  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  does  not  exist,  but  unfortunately  this  is  the  case. 

As  a  former  Governor  of  Connecticut,  who  has  faced  the 
confusion  and  inconsistencies  of  the  present  situation  from 
a  State  capitol,  I  feel  very  strongly  that  the  proposed 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  is  a 
constructive,  forward  step  which  is  long  overdue,  and  I 
sincerely  hope  that  favorable  action  on  this  proposal  can  be 
taken  soon. 

Senator  Jacob  K.  Javits  of  New  York  emphasized  the  pressing  need 
for  systematic  and  continuous  attention  to  Federal-State  relations: 

S.  2026,  which  would  establish  an  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  deals  with  a  problem 
which  has  perennially  plagued  our  Federal  system,  and 
which  has  become  more  pervasive  and  more  acute  with  the 
increasing  role  of  the  Federal  Government  in  our  society. 

It  is  high  time  that  the  entire  problem  of  relations  between 
the  States  and  the  Federal  Government  be  given  systematic 
and  sustained  attention  on  a  broad  basis,  since  piecemeal 
attack  on  the  problems  of  conflict  of  jurisdiction  and  admin¬ 
istration  between  them  has  proved  inadequate. 

Senator  Estes  Kefauver  of  Tennessee  pointed  out  the  value  of  the 
Commission  to  the  committees  of  Congress: 

In  its  broadest  sense,  S.  2026  would,  I  believe,  help  tre¬ 
mendously  in  bringing  about  a  better  understanding  of 
mutual  problems  among  officials  of  local,  State,  and  Federal 
Governments. 

Such  an  intergovernmental  advisory  commission  as  S.  2026 
proposes  would  also  be  of  great  value  to  the  various  com¬ 
mittees  of  Congress  in  providing  a  broad  perspective  of  the 
total  picture  of  the  programs  which  now  originate  in  many 
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committees  and  are  directed  to  many  different  jurisdictions. 
Coordination  of  tax  resources  is  still  another  advantage  that 
can  be  brought  about  through  the  functions  of  the  proposed 
agency. 

Representative  Silvio  O.  Conte  of  Massachusetts  noted  that  the 
Commission  would  be  of  particular  value  to  State  legislatures: 

As  a  former  State  legislator,  having  served  for  8  years  in  the 
Massachusetts  State  Senate,  1  am  particularly  aware  of  the 
desirability  of  bringing  the  legislative  branch  of  State  goverr  - 
ment  into  closer  contact  with  Federal  officials  in  connection 
with  intergovernmental  matters.  I  note  with  satisfaction 
that  the  Advisory  Commission  would  facilitate  this  objective 
by  including  State  legislative  representation  in  its  member¬ 
ship.  Our  State  legislatures  are  desperately  in  need  of  more 
information  on  the  many  Federal  activities  that  require  State 
and  local  cooperation.  Moreover,  I  believe  their  interest 
m  these  intergovernmental  activities  should  be  stimulated 
well  in  advance  of  the  point  at  which  the  Congress  takes 
legislative  action  which,  for  all  practical  purposes,  neces¬ 
sitates  State  aod  local  financial  and  administrative 
participation.  A  permanent  Advisory  Commission  should 
provide  an  excellent  educational  medium  for  developing 
greater  State  legislative  interest  in  this  field.  Such  a  develop¬ 
ment,  I  believe,  would  be  extremely  helpful  to  the  legislative 
committees  of  the  Congress. 

_  Senator  Winston  L.  Prouty  of  Vermont  stressed  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  would  not  interfere  with  the  prerogatives  of  State  and  local 
government: 

I  cosponsored  the  Senate  bill  under  consideration  only 
after  satisfying  myself  that  such  a  commission  as  the  bill 
visualizes  offers  no  threat  of  interference  with  State  and  local 
units  of  government.  The  people  of  Vermont  have  always 
placed  a  high  value  on  their  rights  and  prerogatives  under 
local  units  of  government.  They  like  to  make  their  own  plans 
and  decisions  and  they  have  not  usually  gone  out  of  their 
way  to  welcome  what  they  consider  outside  interference,  even 
though  they  may  know  it  is  intended  to  be  helpful. 

I  am  convinced  that  the  proposed  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  will  not  constitute  inter¬ 
ference.  On  the  contrary,  it  should  help  protect  the 
legitimate  interests  and  prerogatives  of  State  and  local 
governmental  units,  should  help  eliminate  overlapping  of 
operations,  provide  useful  information,  and  increase 
efficiency. 

In  addition,  such  a  commission  should  prove  most  useful 
to  the  Federal  Government  through  assisting  Congress  in 
assessing  local  opinion  on  intergovernmental  problems, 
through  smoothing  out  relationships  between  Federal 
agencies  and  departments  and  local  governments,  and  in 
keeping  open  the  channels  of  communication  among  the 
various  levels  of  government. 
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Representative  Byron  L.  Johnson  of  Colorado  pointed  out  several 
areas  where  intergovernmental  policies  tend  to  conflict: 

Let  me  speak  first  to  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  proposed 
Commission.  As  the  members  of  the  committee  know  very 
well,  there  are  a  number  of  areas  where  Federal,  State,  and 
local  interests  operate  less  than  harmoniously.  First,  there 
is,  for  example,  the  question  of  the  right  of  each  level  of  gov¬ 
ernment  to  tax  property  owned  by  another  unit  and  level  of 
government. 

Second,  there  is  the  question  as  to  whether  interest  on  the 
debt  obligations  of  one  level  of  government  can  properly  be 
taxed  by  another  as  part  of  income  taxes. 

Third,  there  is  the  question  as  to  whether  the  payments  in 
lieu  of  taxes  now  being  made  by  some  Federal  agency  is  ade¬ 
quate  and  properly  related  to  the  impact  of  such  Federal 
property  upon  local  taxing  jurisdictions. 

***** 

Fourth,  there  is  the  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  the 
shared  receipts  and  revenues  on  certain  public  lands.  *  *  * 
***** 

Fifth,  there  are  questions  as  to  whether  or  not  certain  taxes 
act  as  trade  barriers,  contrary  to  the  constitutional  intent. 

Sixth,  there  is  a  very  sensitive  question  of  the  rights  of 
several  States  to  tax  the  same  property  or  income,  because 
the  Federal  courts  have  taken  a  very  permissive  attitude  to¬ 
ward  multiple  and  overlapping  State  taxation.  Congress 
and  the  Federal  Government  could  do  much  under  the  Con¬ 
stitution  to  accomplish  substantial  uniformity  in  State  laws 
with  great  benefit  to  American  businessmen  in  simplifying 
their  tax  compliance.  Such  improvements  need  not  mate¬ 
rially  reduce  State  revenues  but  should  certainly  simplify 
tax  administration  and  enforcement. 

One  of  the  hidden  areas  in  public  finance  is  our  lack  of 
knowledge  of  the  cost  of  compliance  upon  taxpayers  in  filling 
out  the  thousands  of  forms  that  they  are  required  to  fill  out 
for  the  thousands  of  taxing  jurisdictions  with  which  the  larger 
corporations  must  deal.  Many  taxpayers  are  plagued  by  the 
inconsistencies  and  complexities  of  the  various  tax  jurisdic¬ 
tions  having  power  to  tax  them. 

Now,  these  questions  will  never  be  resolved  if  we  wait  for 
neighboring  States  to  work  out  suitable  answers.  They 
might  be  resolved  by  having  a  Federal  commission  conduct¬ 
ing  continuing  research,  issuing  publications,  and  holding 
conferences  as  background  for  appropriate  changes  in  law  at 
each  level. 

Finally,  there  is  a  question  of  grants-in-aid,  which  is 
specifically  provided  for  by  H.R.  6904. 

Mayor  Frank  P.  Zeidler  of  Milwaukee,  representing  the  U.S.  Con¬ 
ference  of  Mayors,  described  the  need  for  an  advisory  commission  in 
these  terms: 

Bills  H.R.  6904  and  S.  2026,  I  believe,  would  remedy  this 
lack  of  formal  assembly  to  gather  information  from  all  levels 
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of 'government  in  order  to  adjust  the  difficulties  which  may 
exist  between  these  levels.  It  would  also  remedy  the  lack  of 
sense  of  direction  which  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  have  as  to  where  each  one  is  going  with  respect  to  each 
other.  It  will  provide  an  avenue  for  channeling  the  best 
technical  information  and  most  comprehensive  knowledge 
that  is  now  possessed  by  experts  in  the  United  States  in  the 
science  of  government  that  this  knowledge  may  be  able  to 
improve  the  inner  workings  of  government  in  the  United 
States. 

Mayor  Gordon  S.  Clinton  of  Seattle,  testifying  for  the  American 
Municipal  Association,  stated  that— 

because  the  Commission  proposal  recognizes  the  need  for 
equitable,  responsible,  and  knowledgeable  representation  on 
the  part  of  all  levels  of  government  *  *  *  we  feel  that  the 
conclusions  reached  as  a  result  of  its  deliberations  will  enjoy 
considerable  acceptance  on  the  part  of  all  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment  *  * 

***** 

I  am  certain  that  we  can  effect  better  intergovernmental 
relationships,  that  we  can  encourage  and  promote  realinement 
of  functional  responsibilities  at  various  levels  of  government, 
that  we  can  do  some  within  the  broad  framework  of  govern¬ 
ment  laid  down  by  our  Constitution.  And,  in  so  doing,  be 
secure  in  the  knowledge  that  our  democratic  process  and 
individual  freedoms  need  never  be  violated  in  the  course  of 
our  work. 

Mr.  Saul  I.  Stern,  chairman  of  the  Montgomery  County  chapter  of 
the  Maryland  Municipal  League,  expressed  the  thinking  of  a  public 
official  familiar  with  the  problems  of  small  urban  communities: 

I  believe  that  those  of  you  who  have  been  in  contact  with 
State,  county,  and  municipal  officials  can  agree  that  the 
vast  majority  of  these  elective  and  appointive  officials  are 
very  dedicated  and  devoted  public  servants.  I  believe  a 
great  many  of  the  problems,  a  great  part  of  the  inaction, 
arises  from  the  fact  that  these  particular  officials  are  con¬ 
fused,  and  they  have  no  course  or  direction  because  they  are 
truly  bewildered  by  the  complexities  of  our  population  and 
physical  growth.  And  of  course  all  of  us  who  are  public 
officials  are  staggered  by  the  spiraling  costs  of  government. 

We  wonder  where  the  dollars  are  going  to  come  from  to 
provide  the  increased  demands  of  service  which  our  popula¬ 
tion  is  insisting  upon.  And  I  think  that  if  this  Commission 
is  set  up — and  I  am  most  hopeful  that  it  will  be — and  if  it 
sits  down  to  determine  the  roles,  functions,  duties,  and 
services  that  the  various  levels  of  government  should  per¬ 
form  in  light  of  these  constantly  changing  conditions  im¬ 
posed  by  growth,  we  will  have  made  a  real  step  forward  to 
the  solution  of  the  financial  as  well  as  a  good  many  of  our 
other  problems. 
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I  think  we  need  to  have  representative  of  the  Federal 
Government,  and  representatives  of  the  State,  county,  and 
municipal  governments  sitting  down  and  discussing  these 
problems  together.  We  need,  however,  first  of  all  to  deter¬ 
mine  what  our  common  problems  are.  *  *  * 

***** 

If  our  Federal  system  is  to  be  workable,  if  it  is  to  be  vital, 
and  if  it  is  to  be  continued  on  a  strong  and  firm  basis,  then 
we  must  have  this  sort  of  study.  But  we  must  have  sur¬ 
vival  of  all  systems  of  government.  It  is  my  firm  belief 
that  as  long  as  people  participate  in  government  at  all  levels 
we  will  have  a  very  strong,  vibrant,  and  a  really  meaningful 
democracy.  And  I  am  most  hopeful  that  the  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  "Relations  will  be  set  up  on  a  continu¬ 
ing  basis.  I  think  it  should  be  established  now  and  should 
be  placed  on  a  permanent  basis. 

NATURE  OF  COMMISSION 

The  committee  views  the  Advisory  Commission  as  a  political 
innovation — a  new  type  of  organization  designed  especially  to  cope 
with  the  changing  problems  encountered  in  our  Federal  form  of 
government.  It  will  be  a  genuine  interlevel  body,  not  an  agency 
dominated  or  controlled  by  any  one  level  of  government. 

In  providing  for  the  appointment  of  Commission  members,  the 
committee  has  sought  to  assure  the  selection  of  persons  possessing 
special  knowledge  and  qualifications  in  this  field.  Thus,  the  com¬ 
mittee  favors  the  participation  of  the  designated  organizations  in  the 
selection  of  State  and  local  members  since  these  organizations  are  well 
equipped  to  recommend  outstanding  individuals  from  their  respective 
levels  of  government.  However,  the  committee  also  favors  the 
appointment  of  members  from  panels  as  proposed  in  H.R.  6904,  as 
amended,  because  it  believes  the  President  is  in  the  best  position 
to  weigh  such  considerations  as  the  geographic  areas  and  the  types  of 
communities  represented  so  as  to  produce  a  well-balanced  advisory 
body. 

Similarly,  the  committee  believes  that  the  President  is  best  situated 
to  designate  the  Chairman  and  Vice  Chairman,  who  should  possess 
outstanding  qualifications  for  these  assignments  and  a  reputation  for 
objectivity  which  will  make  them  generally  acceptable  to  all  levels  of 
government. 

The  committee  studied  two  other  proposals  for  the  appointment  of 
Commission  members.  It  was  proposed,  on  the  one  hand,  that  the 
State  and  local  organizations  directly  appoint  representatives  to  the 
Commission,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  selection  of  members  be 
left  completely  to  the  discretion  of  the  President.  Neither  of  these 
proposals  is  believed  as  desirable  as  the  procedure  recommended  by 
the  committee. 

It  is  the  committee’s  intent  that  the  designated  organizations  will 
take  geographic  considerations  into  account  in  selecting  the  panels. 
Further,  the  committee  is  confident  that  the  President  and  these 
organizations  will  work  together  for  the  purpose  of  achieving  an 
objective  and  geographically  balanced  body. 
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It  is  the  committee’s  expectation  that  members  will  come  to  the 
Commission  with  open  minds  and  with  the  intention  of  working 
toward  the  ultimate  goal  of  responsible  and  effective  government  at 
all  levels  of  our  Federal  system.  In  this  connection,  the  committee 
also  believes  that  the  members  will  not  regard  themselves  as  primarily 
representatives  of  any  particular  group,  level  of  government,  or  geo¬ 
graphic  area  for  the  advancement  of  a  special  point  of  view.  It  is 
intended  that  the  Commission  will  not  urge  a  Federal  solution  simply 
because  Federal  action  appears  the  easiest  course.  It  is  rather  in¬ 
tended  that  it  will  encourage  the  assumption  of  responsibility  by  the 
appropriate  level  or  levels  of  government  with  respect  to  any  given 
problem. 

It  is  the  committee’s  expectation  that  the  Commission  will  estab¬ 
lish  working  subcommittees  which  will  give  intensive  and  continuing 
study  to  important  problems  of  concern  to  the  Commission  as  a  whole. 

The  committee  is  hopeful  that  the  Commission  will  function  as  a 
)  coordinating  center  for  the  study  of  intergovernmental  relations  and 
will  encourage  and  stimulate  attention  to  the  problems  in  this  field 
not  only  on  the  part  of  government  but  by  the  universities  and  private 
foundations  as  well. 


COOPERATION  OF  THE  STATES 

Consideration  was  given  to  the  States  contributing  a  portion  of  the 
Commission’s  operating  expenses.  While  the  committee  believes 
joint  Federal-State  financial  support  is  desirable  in  principle,  con¬ 
siderable  doubt  has  been  raised  as  to  the  practicability  of  such  an 
arrangement.  In  order  to  avoid  handicapping  the  Commission,  the 
committee  believes  it  advisable  that  the  Commission’s  operating  ex¬ 
penses  be  paid  for  the  present  wholly  from  Federal  funds. 

However,  the  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  States  should 
and  will  wish  to  contribute  indirectly  to  the  Commission’s  support  by 
furnishing  staff  assistance  to  the  Commission  and  to  its  working 
committees. 

It  is  expected  that  the  State  and  local  governments,  collectively 
through  their  respective  organizations,  and  individually  where  feasible, 

I  will  cooperate  actively  with  the  Commission  in  the  collection  and 
analysis  of  State  and  local  research  data  and  by  the  assignment,  when 
needed,  of  appropriate  personnel  to  assist  in  the  conduct  of  specific 
research  projects. 

CONCLUSION 

Upon  recommendation  of  the  Intergovernmental  Relations  Sub¬ 
committee,  the  full  committee  favorably  reports  H.R.  6904,  with 
amendments,  to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  the  particular  organizational  features 
provided  by  this  bill  may  require  adjustment  from  time  to  time  in 
response  to  experience  and  changing  conditions.  For  the  present,, 
however,  the  committee  is  satisfied  that  the  bill,  as  amended,  repre¬ 
sents  a  sound  and  carefully  planned  method  of  accomplishing  the- 
important  objectives  intended  for  the  Commission. 
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The  committee  adopted  five  principal  amendments  of  H.R.  6904 
to  incorporate  recommendations  made  by  witnesses  in  the  joint 
hearings  and  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  These 
amendments  are:  (1)  An  elaboration  of  the  declaration  of  purpose 
to  clarify  and  make  more  explicit  the  breadth  of  the  Commission’s 
responsibilities  (sec.  2(6),  (7));  (2)  enlargement  of  the  membership  of 
the  Commission  from  24  to  25  members,  to  provide  greater  repre¬ 
sentation  for  county  government  (sec.  3(a));  (3)  enlargement  of  the 
size  of  the  panels  to  be  submitted  to  the  President  by  the  several 
State  and  local  organizations  for  the  appointment  of  Commission 
members,  in  order  to  afford  the  President  greater  flexibility  in  the 
appointments  (sec.  3  (a),  (4),  (5),  (6),  (7));  (4)  increase  the  number 
of  members  from  county  government  from  one  to  two  (sec.  3  (a),  (7)); 
(5)  provision  for  designation  of  the  Chairman  and  Vice  Chairman  of 
the  Commission  by  the  President  from  among  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  (sec.  4(b)). 

In  addition,  the  committee  adopted  a  number  of  technical  perfecting 
amendments. 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS  OF  HON.  CLARE  E.  HOFFMAN 

H.R.  6904  is  an  outgrowth  of  the  30th  report  by  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  in  the  85th  Congress.  Among  the  findings  of 
that  report— a  report  in  which  I  concurred — was  one  to  the  effect 
that  there  was  generally  favorable  acceptance  throughout  the  Nation 
of  the  grant-in-aid  principle  and  most  existing  grant  programs. 

However,  throughout  the  hearings  upon  which  the  report  was  based, 
it  became  apparent  that  the  tangled  web  of  intergovernmental  rela¬ 
tionships,  in  a  complex  which  encompasses  echelons  ranging  from  the 
local  to  the  national,  was  sorely  in  need  of  continuing  review  and 
coordination. 

While  I  am  basically  opposed  to  the  Federal  Government  con¬ 
tinually  increasing  its  authority  and  activities,  especially  those  which 
should  and  can  be  performed  by  the  States  and  the  municipalities, 
inasmuch  as  that  tendency  will  continue,  we  certainly  must  seek 
means  to  make  the  spending  and  the  controls  as  efficient  and  economi¬ 
cal  as  possible. 

Perhaps  the  creation  of  a  commission  such  as  that  provided  for  in 
the  bill  will  tend  to  bring  about  those  objectives — that  is,  less  spend¬ 
ing,  less  waste,  greater  efficiency. 

Clare  E.  Hoffman. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  323 

H.  R.  6904 

[Report  No.  742] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  6,  1959 

Mr.  Fountain  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations 

July  31, 1959 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 

Relations. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tines  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

4  RELATIONS 

5  Section  1.  There  is  hereby  established  a  permanent 

6  bipartisan  commission  to  be  known  as  the  Advisory  Commis- 

7  sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  hereinafter  referred  to 

8  as  the  “Commission”. 

9  DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

10  Sec.  2.  Because  the  complexity  of  modern  life  intensifies 

11  the  need  in  a  federal  form  of  government  for  the  fullest 
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cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities  between  the  levels 
of  government,  and  because  population  growth  and  scientific 
developments  portend  an  increasingly  complex  society  in 
future  years,  it  is  essential  that  an  appropriate  agency  be 
established  to  give  continuing  attention  to  intergovernmental 
problems. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in  the  performance 
of  its  duties,  will — 

(1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the  Eederal, 
State,  and  local  governments  for  the  consideration  of 
common  problems; 

(2)  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  coordination  of  Eederal  grant  and  other  pro¬ 
grams  requiring  intergovernmental  cooperation; 

(3)  give  critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and 
controls  involved  in  the  administration  of  Eederal  grant 
programs ; 

(4)  make  available  technical  assistance  to  the 
executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the  Eederal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  review  of  proposed  legislation  to  deter¬ 
mine  its  overall  effect  on  the  Eederal  system; 

(5)  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an  early 
stage  of  emerging  public  problems  that  are  likely  to 
require  intergovernmental  cooperation,-  and  cooperation ; 

(6)  recommend,  within  the  framework  of  the 
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Constitution,  the  most  desirable  allocation  of  govern¬ 
mental  functions  and  functions,  responsibilities,  and 
revenues  among  the  several  levels  of  government  gov¬ 
ernment;  and 

(7)  recommend  methods  of  coordinating  and  sim¬ 
plifying  tax  laws  and  administrative  practices  to  achieve 
a  more  orderly  and  less  competitive  fiscal  relationship 
between  the  levels  of  government  and  to  reduce  the  burden 
of  compliance  for  taxpayers . 

MEMBERSHIP  OP  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed  of 
twenty  four  twenty-five  members,  as  follows: 

(1)  Six  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  three  of  whom  shall  be  officers  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government,  and  three  private  citizens,  all 
of  whom  shall  have  had  experience  or  familiarity  with 
relations  between  the  levels  of  government; 

(2)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Senate, 
who  shall  be  Members  of  the  Senate; 

(3)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  who  shall  be  Members  of  the  House; 

(4)  Pour  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at 
least  six  eight  Governors  submitted  by  the  Governors’  Con¬ 
ference  ; 

(5)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel 
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1  of  at  least  five  six  members  of  State  legislative  bodies  sub- 

2  mitted  by  the  board  of  managers  of  the  Council  of  State 

3  Governments ; 

4  (6)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of 

5  at  least  sk  eight  mayors  submitted  jointly  by  the  American 

6  Mimicipal  Association  and  the  United  States  Conference  of 

7  Mayors ; 

3  (7)  One  Two  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel 

9  of  at  least  fiwe  four  elected  county  officers  submitted  by  the 
10  National  Association  of  County  Officials. 

(b)  The  members  appointed  from  private  life  under 

12  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be  appointed  with- 

13  out  regard  to  political  affiliation;  of  each  class  of  members 

14  enumerated  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a), 

15  two  shall  be  from  the  majority  party  of  the  respective 

16  houses;  of  each  class  of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs 

17  (4)>  (5),  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a),  not  more  than  two 

18  shall  be  from  any  one  political  party  and  of  the  members 

19  enumerated  in  paragraph  (7)  of  subsection  (a),  not  more 
29  than  one  shall  be  from  any  one  political  party ;  of  each  class 

21  of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs  -{fif  an4  (S),  (6) 

22  and  (7)  of  subsection  (a) ,  not  more  than  one  shall  be 
from  any  one  State;  at  least  two  of  the  appointees  under 
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paragraph  (6)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be  from  cities  under 
five  hundred  thousand  population. 

(c)  The  term  of  office  of  each  member  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  shall  be  two  years,  but  members  shall  be  eligible  for 
reappointment. 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  President  shall  convene  the  Commis¬ 
sion  within  ninety  days  following  enactment  of  this  Act  at 
such  time  and  place  as  he  may  designate  for  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  initial  meeting.  The  President  or  his  designecT  shah 
servo  as  the  Commission’s  temporary  Chairman  ponding 
the  election  of  a  permanent  Chairman. 

(b)  The  Commission  shah  elect  a  Chairman  and  a  Alee 
Chairman  from  among  its  members?  The  President  shall 
designate  a  Chairman  and  a  Vice  Chairman  from  among 
members  of  the  Commission. 

(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the  Commission 
shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the  original 
appointment  was  made;  except  that  where  the  number  of 
vacancies  is  fewer  than  the  number  of  members  specified  in 
paragraphs  4,  5,  and  6,  and  7  of  section  3(a),  each  panel  of 
names  submitted  in  accordance  with  the  aforementioned  para- 
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graphs  shall  contain  at  least  one  name  mere  than  the  number 
of  vacancies  two  names  for  each  vacancy. 

(d)  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in  the  official 
position  from  which  originally  appointed  under  section  3  (a) , 
his  place  on  the  Commission  shall  he  deemed  to  be  vacant. 

(e)  Twelve  Thirteen  members  of  the  Commission  shall 
constitute  a  quorum,  but  two  or  more  members  shall  con¬ 
stitute  a  quorum  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  hearings. 

DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Commission — 

(1)  to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to  make  such 
studies  and  investigations  as  are  necessary  or  desirable 
in  the  accomplishment  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section 
2  of  this  Act; 

(2)  to  consider,  on  its  own  initiative,  ways  and 
means  for  fostering  better  relations  between  the  levels 
of  government; 

(3)  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the  President 
and  the  Congress  on  or  before  January  31  of  each 
year.  The  Commission  may  also  submit  such  additional 
reports  to  the  President,  to  the  Congress  or  any  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of  government  or 
organization  as  the  Commission  may  deem  appropriate. 
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POWERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the  authorization 
of  the  Commission,  any  subcommittee  or  members  thereof, 
may,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  hold  such  hearings,  take  such  testimony,  and  sit  and 
act  at  such  times  and  places  as  the  Commission  deems  advis¬ 
able.  Any  member  of  authorized  hy  the  Commission  may 
administer  oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses  appearing  before 
the  Commission  or  any  subcommittee  or  members  thereof. 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instrumentality  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  including  inde¬ 
pendent  agencies,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  furnish  to 
the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by  the  Chairman  or 
Vice  Chairman,  such  information  as  the  Commission  deems 
necessary  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to  appoint,  fix 
the  compensation  of,  and  remove  a  staff  director  without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949.  Such  appointment  shall  be  made  solely  on  the  basis 
of  fitness  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  position  and  without 
regard  to  political  affiliation. 

(d)  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be 
adopted  by  the  Commission,  the  Chairman,  without  regard 
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to  the  civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
and  without  reference  to  political  affiliation,  shall  have  the 
power — 

( 1 )  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of,  and  remove 
such  other  personnel  as  he  deems  necessary 

(2)  to  procure  temporary  and  intermittent  services 
to  the  same  extent  as  is  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) 
but  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50  a  day  for  individuals. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  persons 
in  the  employ  of  the  Commission  under  subsections  (c)  and 
(d)  (1)  of  this  section  shall  be  considered  to  be  Federal 
employees  for  all  purposes,  including — 

(1)  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  2251-2267), 

(2)  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Lite  Insurance 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2091-2103), 

( 3 )  annual  and  sick  leave,  and 

(4)  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  835-842). 

(f)  No  individual  employed  in  the  service  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  shall  be  paid  compensation  for  such  employment  at 
a  rate  in  excess  of  $20,000  per  annum. 
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1  COMPENSATION  OF  COMMISSION  MEMBEES 

2  Sec.  7.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are  Mem- 

3  bers  of  Congress,  officers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 

4  Federal  Government,  Governors,  or  full-time  salaried  officers 

5  of  city  and  county  governments  shall  serve  without  com- 

6  pensation  in  addition  to  that  received  in  their  regular  public 

7  employment,  but  shall  be  allowed  necessary  travel  expenses? 

8  including  subsistence  expenses  (or,  in  the  alternative,  a  per 

9  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence  and  mileage  not  to  exceed  the 

10  fate  rates  prescribed  in  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949, 

11  as  amended) ,  without  regard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of 

12  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  835-842),  the  Standardized 

13  Government  Travel  Regulations,  or  section  10  of  the  Act 

14  of  March  3,  1933  (5  U.S.C.  73b) ,  and  other  necessary  ex- 

15  penses  incurred  by  them  in  the  performance  of  duties  vested 

16  in  the  Commission. 

17  (b)  Members  of  the  Commission,  other  than  those  to 

18  whom  subsection  (a)  is  applicable,  shall  receive  compen- 

19  sation  at  the  rate  of  $50  per  day  for  each  day  they  are 

20  engaged  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of 

21  the  Commission  and  shall  be  entitled  to  reimbursement  for 

22  travel,  subsistence,  and  other  necessary  expenses  incurred 

23  by  them  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of 
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1  the  Commission,  as  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 

2  section. 

3  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

4  Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
-  5  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 

6  this  Act. 
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■dment  H.  R.  5849,  to  modify  conditions  under 

e  subject  to  lease,  permit,  license,  or  con-  / 
r  bill,  S.  1412,  was  indefinitely  postponed./ 
President,  p.  13963  / 

39,  after  substituting  the  language  of  a  / 
ds  the  act  providing  for  the  leasing  of/coal 
the  acreage  limitation  in  such  act.  Con- 
itely  postponed,  p.  13963  / 

cized  the  recent  passage  of  H.  R./6940,  to 
ge  limitations  on  oil  and  gas  leases  in 

/  u 

tion  of  Frederick  H.  Mueller  to  be  Secretary 

/ 

d  the  Senate  Appropria/Lons  Committee  for  in¬ 
mental  appropriation  , bill  to  implement  the 
and  urged  that  par/  of  the  funds  be  used 
.  p.  13930  / 

Humphrey  inserted  an  editorial,  ’’Great  White 
lation  for  thd  use  of  surplus  ships  to  provide 
s  foods,  ab|*6ad.  p.  13942 


7.  GOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Bartlett,  S.  2026, 
to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  p.  13962 


Proxmire  stated  would  almost  certainly  result  in  savings  in  the  cost  or  tne 


\ 


\ 


-  4  - 


23. 


farm  program.  Sens*  Williams  and  Proxmire  continued  the  debate  on  other  bill^J 
and  their  costs,  pp.  13955-60 


3ti- 


BUDGET.  Sen.  Johnson  stated  that  Congress  reduced  the  President's  budget 
^ates  by  $10,600  million  in  the  last  5  years,  and  that  Congress  has  red^xfed 
th^  President's  request  for  "backdoor  financing"  (authorizations  for  Treasury 
fuOTs  without  direct  appropriations)  ,  and  inserted  several  tables  on  /President 
ial  ^quests  and  Congressional  action  on  the  budget,  pp.  13897-9 

Sen\  Goldwater  stated  that  Sen.  Johnson  is  attempting  "to  get  the  monkey  of 
high  spending  off  the  backs  of  the  Democrats"  and  is  engaging  in/" Operation 
Retreat,'  \and  inserted  several  items  including  "Record  Votes  itr  Senate  on 
Republican  \  Amendments  To  Save  Money  on  Spending  Bills,"  showing  strong  Re¬ 
publican  support  and  Democratic  opposition.  Sen.,  Johnson  $md  others  debated 
the  subject.  \p.  13901-17 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


24.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Ext^^nsion  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Utt  inserting  an  article,  "How 
Much  Is  Public  Power  Cpsting  the  People  of  Your  St^te?"  p.  A6778 

Extension  of  remarks\of  Sen.  Case,  S.  Dak. ,  inserting  an  article  explaining 
how  the  "integrated  operation  of  the  Missouri  River  dams  works."  pp.  A6782-3 

Rep.  Levering  inserted  lais  address,  "What  REA  Means  to  America."  pp. 
A6805-7  \  jr- 


25.  FUTURE  FARMERS.  Sen,  Carlson  inserted  two-'editorials  commending  the  work  of  the 
Future  Farmers  and  suggesting  tn^t  the  Readership  conferences  be  held  each 
year.  pp.  A6778-9 


26. 


30. 


SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  FOREIGN  AID.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Bolton  favoring 

the  joint  program  with  Italy  to  pRovidh  food  for  needy  Italian  children  and 

inserting  a  State  Dept,  press  release  orkthe  renewal  of  this  program,  p.  A6788 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Ren/  McGovern  expressing  pleasure  over  the  manner  ir 

which  the  American  people  hayd  endorsed  the\proposed  Great  White  Fleet  program. 

and  inserting  excerpts  from/letters  received\from  his  constituents,  pp, 

A6814-6  /X  vv 


27.  RECREATION;  FORESTRY, 
article  favoring  the 
United  States,  p, 


itension  of  remarks  of  SenV.  Neuberger  inserting  an 
reservation  of  scenic  shorelines  and  seashores  of  the 
795-6 


28.  WATER  RIGHTS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Morris  inserting  an  article, 

Pioneer  Eddy  Families  Face  U.  S.  Court  On  Water  Rights  Ordered  to  Answer 
in  Albuquerque*:"  pp.  A6803-4 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


29.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  S.  2495,  by  Sen.  Gore,  to  promote  the  foreign  relations  of 
the  United  States  by  providing  for  the  establishment  of  a  National\Foreign 
Service  Academy;  to  Foreign  Relations  Committee. 


FA^ff  LABOR.  S.  2498,  by  Sen.  Williams,  N.  J.  (for  himself  and  others),  'to  pro- 
r  f°r  the  registration  of  contractors  of  migrant  agricultural  workers^  to 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee.  Remarks  of  Sen.  Williams,  pp.  13935^0 


FARM  PROGRAM.  S.  2502,  by  Sen.  Humphrey,  to  provide  for  the  development  of  a 
comprehensive  family  farm  program,  to  bring  the  production  of  agricultural 
commodities  into  balance  with  demand  therefor,  to  enable  fanners  to  secure  fail 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
'  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

\The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE— ORDER 
FOIt'CONSIDERATION  OF  CERTAIN 

MEASURES  ON  THE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  BARTLETT  and  Mr.  ALLOTT  ad¬ 
dressed  the 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  A] 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  \Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  a  point  of  orders.  I  believe  I  am  next 
on  the  list  of  Senators  I  see  present  on 
the  floor,  with  the  exception  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  PMr.  Humphrey], 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
regular  order  governs.  Vhe  Senator 
from  Alaska  has  been  recognized. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  appeal 
from  the  ruling  of  the  Chair. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  regular  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  'The 
Senator  from  Alaska. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  an  inquiry? 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Will  both  Senators 
yield  to  me  to  make  an  inquiry? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  do  not  have  the 
floor. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  I  will  gladly  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  My  inquiry  is  this:  I 
was  requested  by  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader  to  note  the  absence  of  a 
quorum  at  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks, 
and  it  slipped  my  mind  before  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Proxmire] 
was  recognized.  I  want  to  carry  out  my 
obligations  to  the  majority  leader.  I 
do  not  want  to  interfere  with  what  is 
being  said  here,  but  I  feel  I  am  com¬ 
mitted  to  note  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 
May  I  do  so? 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  so  I  may  make  a  unani¬ 
mous-consent  request? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am  making  the  in¬ 
quiry  on  behalf  of  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  I  am  glad  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Alaska. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  I  should  like  t6  put 
this  unanimous-consent  requester  That 
the  Senate  proceed  to  consider/bills  on 
the  calendar  to  which  there  ns  no  ob¬ 
jection,  beginning  with  Order  581,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  2026,  to  establish /an  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Re¬ 
lations,  to  conclude  witly  Order  No.  604, 
House  bill  4120,  for  Jme  relief  of  Dr. 
Raymond  A.  Vondafiehr  and  certain 
other  officers  of  tlWPublic  Health  Serv¬ 
ice,  but  that  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
may  have  the  flpor  before  the  call  of  the 
calendar  begi: 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  righjrto  object- 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
object. 

Mr.  J^IRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

le  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Safiator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  What  is  the  pending 
business  before  the  Senate? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is 
Senate  bill  747,  the  Des  Plaines  public 
hunting  and  refuge  area  bill. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  fur¬ 
ther  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  bill  was  laid  aside  on  yesterday. 
Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  After 
the  privileged  matter  was  acted  upon, 
that  bill  came  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  It  automatically  be¬ 
came  the  pending  business  after  ad¬ 
journment  last  night.  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  So  presently  Senate 
bill  747,  the  bill  dealing  with  the  Des 
Plaines  area,  is  the  pending  business 
before  the  Senate.  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  it  be¬ 
comes  necessary  to  lay  that  bill  aside  by 
unanimous  consent,  in  order  to  consider 
the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Or 
motion  may  be  made  to  take  up  another 
bill. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President  ^pur¬ 
suant  to  my  obligations  to  the /a  is  tin - 
gushed  majority  leader,  I  suggest  the 
absehce  of  a  quorum. 

Th<X,  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Has 
the  SeiXtor  from  Alaska  yielded  to  the 
Senator  Xom  New  YortyTor  that  pur¬ 
pose? 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  th\  pending  business  be  laid 
aside  and  thafSThe  calendar  be  called 
for  the  consideration  of  unobjected-to 
measures,  commencing  with  Order  No. 
581  and  ending  withSQrder  No.  604. 

The  PRE6IDING\  OFFICER.  The 
two  requests  cannot  be  \mbodied  in  the 
same  motion. 

Whatis  the  first  requests 

Mr. yRARTLETT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  jihat  the  pending  business  be  laid 
asic 

'he  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  fcsthere 
ijection  to  the  request?  The  \hair 
ears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  I  ask  unanimous 
.  consent  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  com 
sider  measures  on  the  calendar  to  which ' 
there  is  no  objection,  beginning  with 
Order  No.  581  and  ending  with  Order 
No.  604. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection - 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  do  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  unanimous-consent 
proposal  is  to  proceed  with  the  call  of 
the  calendar? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
is  correct. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Then,  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  I  should  like  to  make  an 
inquiry.  The  senior  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  is  on  the  list  of 
speakers  at  the  desk,  and  I  know  he  is 
entitled  to  recognition  before  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Colorado.  I  should  like  to  in¬ 
quire  how  it  occurred  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  was  recognized  when  both 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  and  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  were  seeking  rec¬ 
ognition. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  list 
which  is  at  the  desk  is  certainly  unoffi¬ 


cial,  and  the  Chair  recognized  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alaska  who  was  on  his-' feet 
prior  to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Reserving  the  /fight  to 
object,  I  call  the  attention  ofytfie  Chair 
to  the  fact  that  the  Senatop'from  Col¬ 
orado  was  on  his  feet  before' the  Senator 
from  Delaware  was  recogiiized,  that  he 
was  seeking  recognition, Jhat  he  had  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair  prim"  to  the  time  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  was  recognized. 

I  do'  not  wish  to/come  ahead  of  the 
Senator  from  Miprlesota,  but  these  lists 
are  either  going,  to  be  recognized  in  the 
Senate  or  they/ are  going  to  be  thrown 
out  the  door/  We  have  agreed  many 
times  thatywe  were  going  to  proceed 
according  t6  these  lists. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Prior  to 
the  appearance  of  the  name  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  f/om  Colorado  on  the  list,  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  had  indicated  that  the  cal¬ 
endar  call  would  be  made  following  the 
remarks  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Keating]  . 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  rules  provide  that 
the  Chair  shall  recognize  the  first  Sen¬ 
ator  who  addresses  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  I  think 
that  is  a  proper  statement  of  the  rules. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  This  has  been  modified 
for  the  convenience  of  the  Senate  by  the 
placing  of  a  list  before  the  Presiding  Offi¬ 
cer.  I  placed  my  name  on  that  list  after 
waiting  for  some  2  hours  before  I  did  so. 
I  do  not  wish  to  prolong  the  discussion 
if  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  wishes  to 
have  the  calendar  called,  since  he  pre¬ 
cedes  me  on  the  list,  I  shall  not  object. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  would  be  my 
desire  that  the  calendar  call  should  be 
undertaken,  since  it  will  expedite  our 
business. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  has  recognized  the  Senator  from 
Alaska.  Does  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Tennessee? 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  did  not 
ask  the  Senator  to  yield.  I  sought  rec¬ 
ognition. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Alaska  has  the  floor,  and 
has  yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa. 


SNNESSEE  VALLEY  AUTHORITY 

Mfs^GORE.  Mr.  President,  earlier  to¬ 
day  tn^  President  signed  into  law  a  bill 
providing  authority  for  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  to  sell  bonds  to  provide 
for  the  building  of  additional  generating 
capacity  for 'The  TVA.  This  represents 
a  great  accomplishment.  It  is  the  result 
of  a  very  long  \ffort.  It  was  a  neces¬ 
sary  action  in  oi*der  that  the  5  million 
people  who  must  depend  upon  the  Ten¬ 
nessee  Valley  Authority,  and  who  do 
depend  upon  the  Tennessee  Valley  Au¬ 
thority  as  the  source  of.  their  electrical 
energy,  may  grow  in  th«x  economy  as 
the  people  of  other  regions  .are  growing. 

I  am  grateful  for  the  action  of  the 
Congress.  I  am  grateful  for  the  leader¬ 
ship  and  for  the  bipartisan  support 
which  has  brought  the  bill  to  enactment. 

I  wish  particularly  to  mention,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Oklahoma  t'Mr. 
Kerr],  the  senior  Senator  from  N<py 
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_ xico  [Mr.  Chavez],  the  senior  Senator 

from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader,  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Johnson],  the  minority  leader,  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen]  ,  and 
other  Sehators  who  have  contributed 
time,  interest,  effort  and  understanding 
to  the  problems  of  the  people  of  the 
Valley. 

It  is  remarkable  that  in  the  final  an¬ 
alysis  the  understandings  and  the  agree¬ 
ments  which  culminated  in  the  signature 
of  the  President  to  this  bill  enacting  it 
into  law,  on  the  part  of  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  a  Democrat,  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota,  a  Republican,  the 
majority  leader,  a  Democratic  Senator 
from  the  State  of  Texas,  the  minority 
leader,  a  Republican  Senator  from  the 
State  of  Illinois  and  the  Speaker-  of  the 
House,  Mr.  Rayburn,  now  from  Texas 
but  a  native  of  Tennessee,  played  most 
prominent  parts.  This  is  what  makes 
America  great.  This  is  what  has  brought 
about  development  of  our  natural  re  A 
sources  in  one  important  instance  after  '• 
another. 

Unless  Members  of  the  Senate  show  a 
concern  and  an  interest  in  the  people 
of  regions  other  than  those  of  their  own 
direct  constituencies,  then  we  cannot  be 
a  great  Nation. 

The  fact  that  this  bill  has  been  writ¬ 
ten  into  law  is  a  compliment  to  the  bi¬ 
partisan  consideration  it  has  received, 
a  compliment  to  the  cooperation  between 
Democrats  and  Republicans  on  the 
Public  Works  Committee  and  also  the 
cooperation  between  the  majority  and 
minority  leaders. 

I  appreciate,  too,  the  approval  of  the 
bill  by  President  Eisenhower. 


PACIFICO  A.  TENORIO 

The  bill  (S.  1731)  for  the  relief  of 
Pacifico  Tenorio  was  considered,  ordered 
to  be  engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Immigration  and  Nation¬ 
ality  Act,  Pacifico  A.  Tenorio  shall  be  held  and 
considered  to  have  been  lawfully  admitted 
to  the  United  States  for  permanent  residence 
as  of  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act 
upon  payment  of  the  required  visa  fee.  Upon 
the  granting  of  permanent  residence  to  such 
alien  as  provided  for  in  this  Act,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  shall  instruct  the  proper  quota- 
control  officer  to  deduct  one  number  from 
the  appropriate  quota  for  the  first  year  that 
such  quota  is  available. 


THE  CALENDAR— BILL  PASSED 
OVER 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  Senate  will  proceed 
with  the  call  of  the  calendar,  beginning 
with  order  No.  581,  Senate  bill  2026. 

The  bill  (S.  2026)  to  establish  an  Ad¬ 
visory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations,  was  announced  as  first  in 
order.  _ 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Over,  by  request.' 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 


PETER  SERGEEVICH  DERYABIN, 

ALSO  KNOWN  AS  THEODORE 

STANLEY  OREL 

The  bill  (H.R.  4243)  for  the  relief  of 
'eter  Sergeevich  Deryabin,  also  known 
Theodore  Stanley  Orel,  was  consid¬ 
ered,  ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read, 
thethird  time,  and  passed. 

NETTIE-  KORN  AND  MANFRED  KORN 

The  Seriate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  IS.  107V  for  the  relief  of  Nettie 
Korn  and  Manfred  Korn  which  had  been 
reported  fromxthe  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  with  ah  amendment,  to  strike 
out  all  after  theNenactihg  clause  and 
insert: 

That,  for  the  purposes^  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act,  Nettie  Korn  and  Man¬ 
fred  Korn  shall  be,  deemed  to  have  been 
born  in  Austria. 

The  amendment  was  agree\to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  beWigrossed 
for  a  third/reading,  read  the  tmfd  time, 
andpass^ 


FRANCISZEK  ROSZKOWSKI 

The  bill  (S.  1702)  for  the  relief  of 
Franciszek  Roszkowski  wa/ considered, 
ordered  to  be  engrossed  fcyTa  third  read¬ 
ing,  read  the  third  time/and  passed,  as 
follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  th£  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of/the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress/assembled,  That,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality 
Act,  Franciszek  roszkowski  shall  be  held  and 
considered  to  hftve  been  lawfully  admitted 
to  the  United^Atates  for  permanent  residence 
as  of  the  da£e  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
upon  paymAit  of  the  required  visa  fee.  Upon 
the  granting  of  permanent  residence  to  such 
alien  as/provided  for  in  this  Act,  the  Sec¬ 
retary/of  State  shall  instruct  the  proper 
quotjf-control  officer  to  deduct  one  number 
trcnti  the  appropriate  quota  for  the  first  year 
that  such  quota  is  available. 


SN  HOWARD  PILGRIM  ANI 
OTHERS 

/The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
Dill  (S.  1557)  for  the  relief  of  Allen 
Howard  Pilgrim,  Cheryl  Ann  Pilgrim, 
Robb  Alexander  Pilgrim,  and  Jocelyn 
Marie  Pilgrim,  which  had  been  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 
’with  an  amendment,  on  page  1,  line  8, 
after  the  word  “fees”,  to  insert  a  colon 
and  “Provided,  That  the  natural  parents 
of  Allen  Howard  Pilgrim,  Cheryl  Ann 
Pilgrim,  Robb  Alexander  Pilgrim,  and 
Jocelyn  Marie  Pilgrim  shall  not,  by 
virtue  of  such  parentage,  be  accorded 
any  right,  privilege,  or  status  under  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act.”,  so  as 
to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Immigration  and  Na¬ 
tionality  Act,  Allen  Howard  Pilgrim,  Cheryl 
Ann  Pilgrim,  Robb  Alexander  Pilgrim,  and 
Jocelyn  Marie  Pilgrim  shall  be  held  and  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  been  lawfully  admitted  to 
the  United  States  for  permanent  residence 
as  of  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act 
upon  payment  of  the  required  visa  fees: 
Provided,  That  the  natural  parents  of  Allen 
Howard  Pilgrim,  Cheryl  Ann  Pilgrim,  Robb 


Alexander  Pilgrim,  and  Jocelyn  Marie  Pil¬ 
grim  shall  not,  by  virtue  of  such  parentage/ 
be  accorded  any  right,  privilege,  or  statu 
under  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  ftct. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  tljird  time, 
and  passed. 

KENZO  HACHTMANN/A  MINOR 

The  Senate  proceeded'to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  2238)  for  the  relief  of  Kenzo 
Hachtmann,  a  minoi\  which  had  been 
reported  from  the/  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary,  with  aiy  amendment,  in  line  7, 
after  the  word  “States”,  to  insert  a  colon 
and  “ Provided/ ^That  the  natural  mother 
of  Kenzo  Hachtmann  shall  not,  by  virtue 
of  such  parentage,  be  accorded  any 
right,  privilege,  or  status  under  the  Im- 
migratioh  and  Nationality  Act,”  so  as  to 
make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
Arjierica  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  for  the 
rposes  of  sections  101(a)  (27)  (A)  and  205 
bf  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act,  the 
minor  child,  Kenzo  Hachtmann,  shall  be  held 
and  considered  to  be  the  natural-born  alien 
child  of  Charles  W.  Hachtmann,  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States:  Provided,  That  the  na¬ 
tural  mother  of  Kenzo  Hachtmann  shall  not 
by  virtue  of  such  parentage,  be  accorded  any 
right,  privilege,  or  status  under  the  Immigra¬ 
tion  and  Nationality  Act. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed  for 
a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

IRENE  MILIOS 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  2021) ,,  for  the  relief  of  Irene 
Milios,  which  nas  been  reported  from 
the  Committee  oh  the  Judiciary,  with 
amendments,  in  fine  6,  after  the  word 
“of”,  to  insert  “Mr.  and  Mrs.”;  in  the 
same  line,  after  the  name  “Milios”,  to 
strike  out  “a  citizen”  and  insert  “citi¬ 
zens”,  and  in  line  7,  after  the  word 
‘States”,  to  insert  a  colon  and  “Pro- 
s vided,  That  the  natural  parents  of  Irene 
lilios  shall  not,  by  virtue  of  such  par¬ 
entage,  be  accorded  any  right,  privilege, 
or  \tatus  under  the  Immigration  and 
Nationality  Act.”;  so  as  to  make  the  bill 
read : 

Be  it  efwcted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That,  for  the 
purposes  of  sections  101(a)  (27)  (A)  and  205 
of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act,  the 
minor  child,  Irene  Milios,  shall  be  held  and 
considered  to  be  tire  natural-born  alien  child 
of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Nicholas  Milios,  citizens  of 
the  United  States:  Provided,  That  the  nat¬ 
ural  parents  of  Irene>Milios  shall  not,  by 
virtue  of  such  parentage  be  accorded  any 
right,  privilege,  or  status>under  the  Immi¬ 
gration  and  Nationality  Act' 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  bK  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  tnjrd  time, 
and  passed. 

CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  PAS? 

OVER 

The  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con? 
Res.  11)  to  invite  friendly  and  demo- 
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FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without 
amendment  H.  R.  8609,  to  extend  Public  Law  480  (Aug'*  15,. ,H,"Re£ft.9Q8)  (p. 

47&5)*  For  excerpts  from  committee  report  arid  summary  of  bill  see  end  of  t 

_  — - — - - - — — - ; — 

12.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  Passed,  335  to  31,  under  suspension  of  the  miles 

H.  R.  6904,  to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
(pp.  14697-709)  .  Rep.  Fountain  stated  that  "The  Commission  would  serve  in  an 
advisory  capacity  to  the  President,  to  the  Congress,  and  to  State  and  local 
government.  Its  function  would  be  to  provide  information  and  to  make  recom¬ 
mendations  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  sound  governmental  policies  with 
respect  to  intergovernmental  activities  and  problems.  The  Commission  would 
have  no  administrative  responsibilities."  (p.  14699) 


13.  COCONUT  OIL.  Parsed  over,  at  the  request  of  Rep.  Pelly,  H./J.  Res.  441,  to 
authorize  the  disposition  of  approximately  265  million  pgfunds  of  coconut  oil 
from  the  national  stockpile,  p.  14681 

14.  LANDS;  LEASING;  MINERALS.  Received  the  President's  y^to  message  on  H.  R.  6940, 

^  to  increase  the  number  of  acres  in  Alaska  that  may/be  held  by  any  one  individual 

or  firm  under  oil  and  gas\leases  or  options  pursy&nt  to  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act, 
stating  that  the  bill  "wou\d  tend  to  produce  an/  excessive  concentration  of 
control  over  such  potential \e sources"  (H.  Do^C'214);  referred  to  the  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Commit tee\  pp.  14680-1 

Conferees  were  appointed  on  L  R.  6939  ,/to  increase  the  area  of  public  lands 
in  Alaska  which  may  be  held  undervcoal  lehse  by  any  one  person  or  firm. 

Senate  conferees  have  not  yet  beenS^ppqjmted.  p.  14736 

15.  RECREATION;  LANDS.  Passed  with  amen&fent  S.  1436  in  lieu  of  H.  R.  5412,  to 

provide  that  lands  conveyed  under  the  Recreation  Act  of  1926  for  State  park 
purposes  shall  not  be  subject  to  ihe  640\acre  limitation.  The  House  previously 
passed  as  reported  il.  R.  5412,  afhd  then  substituted  the  provisions  of  H.  R. 

5412  as  passed  for  those  in  s/l436.  p.  14w)2 

16.  PERSONNEL;  ACCOUNTING.  Passed  as  reported  H.  r\7529,  to  provide  that  the 
"N  Comptroller  General,  upon/the  recommendation  of  department  heads,  may  waive 

indebtedness  growing  outr of  erroneous  payments  toN(ederal  employees,  if  such 
payment  would  be  against  equity,  p.  14689 

Passed  as  reportedrH.  R.  8241,  to  amend  the  Civil ^rvice  Retirement  Act  so 
as  to  set  terms,  cq/aitions,  and  computation  of  annuities  for  retired  Members 
of  Congress  who  a yfe  reemployed  by  the  Federal  Governments,  p.  14690 

17.  FEDERAL  INSIGNIA^*  Passed  as  reported  S.  355,  to  amend  tit  lb  18  of  the  U.  S. 

Code  so  as  to^prohibit  the  misuse  by  collecting  agencies  or  private  detective 
agencies  oi/names,  emblems,  and  insignia  to  indicate  a  Federal\pgency.  p« 

14691 

18.  ADMINISTRATIVE  LAW.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  7559,  to  provid^for  a 

reasonable  notice  of  applications  to  the  U.  S.  courts  of  appeals  for  inter¬ 
locutory  relief  against  the  orders  of  certain  administrative  agencies.  \  p< 

14/92 

FORESTRY.  Received  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  "a  notice  of  the  intention  of  the  Department  of  the  Army  and  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  interchange  jurisdiction  of  lands  within  the  Lucky  Peak 
Reservoir  project,  Idaho,  and  the  Boise  National  Forest"  as  authorized  by  Public 
Law  804,  84th  Congress,  p.  14745 
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2g.  SCIENCE;  RESEARCH.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Rep.  Gross,  H.  R.  6288,  to 
\  establish  a  National  Order  of  Science  to  provide  recognition  for  individuals  / 
\who  make  outstanding  contributions  in  science  and  engineering,  p.  14688  / 

\  Passed  with  amendments  K.  R.  8284,  to  make  various  amendments  to  the  / 
National  Science  Foundation  Act  (pp.  14692-4).  The  bill  includes  provisions 
relating  to  the  initiation,  and  support  of,'  and  granting  of  scholarships  for, 
basic\research  in  the  physical,  biological  and  other  sciences. (pp.  14^93-4). 

21.  WILDLIFeX  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  2725,  to  prohibit  the  usyof  aircraft 

or  motor  vehicles  to  hunt  certain  wild  horses  or  burros  on  land  belonging  to 
the  U.  S.  V.  14690-1  / 

Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Rep.  Rivers,  H.  R.  2565,  to /promote  effectual 
planning,  development,  maintenance  and  coordination  of  wildlife,  fish,  and  game 
conservation  anayrehabilitation  in  military  reservations.  /Rep.  Rivers,  earliei 
in  the  day,  objected  to  the  consideration  of  this  bill  but  later  withdrex*  his 
objection,  pp.  14684-5  / 

Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Rep.  Aspinall,  H.  R//045,  to  authorize  the 
establishment  of  the  Arctic  Wildlife  Range,  Alaska,  /p.  14685 

22.  TRANSPORTATION.  Passed  w^hout  amendment  H.  R.  503/ 1  to  repeal  section  217  of 

the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936,  which  authorizes  /che  Department  of  Commerce  to 
coordinate  foreign  trade  activities  of  the  Federal  agencies  and  private  firms 
(p.  14685) .  The  report  on  theO bill  states  that  war  freight  forwarders  have 
taken  the  position  that  Government  agencieymust  use  their  services  even  if 
such  services  are  unnecessary  (erting  thisr  section  as  justification  for  their 
position)  and  stated  that  the  section  to/be  repealed  by  this  bill  was  enacted 
to  assist  the  freight  forwarding  inousfery  during  World  War  II. 

Passed,  under  suspension  of  the  ru^s,  H.  R.  5063,  to  amend  the  Shipping 
Act  of  1916  to  provide  for  licensing  independent  freight  forwarders,  pp. 
14715-7,  14685  /  \ 

23.  LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  APPROPRIATION©  FOR  1960. X^greed  to  the  further  conference  re 

port  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  7453/  p.  14680  X 

24.  LEGISLATIVE  PFOGRAM.  In  addition  to  the  bill  listed  in  the  legislative  program 

in  Digest  139,  Rep.  McCormack  announced  the  following  bills  will  also  be  con-  1 
sidered  today,  Aug.  13:/ H.  R.  2886,  import  dutiesftn  silk  yarn,  and  H.  R. 

7456,  import  duty  on  casein,  p.  14738  X 

/  ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX  \ 

25.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Irwin  inserting  excerpts  fron 

the  testimony  /5f  the  program  director  for  the  Save  the  Children  Federation  in 
behalf  of  a  suggestion  that  the  United  Nations  should  assume  of  "great 

importance'Vwith  respect  to  the  use  of  commodities,  pp.  A7053-V 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Neuberger  in  support  of  the  propXuil  for  a 
Great  White  Fleet  to  distribute  surplus  foods  to  the  needy  of  the  Xarld  and  in¬ 
serting  an  address,  "From  Mothballs  to  Mercy  Missions."  pp.  A7063-5\ 

26.  SURHdJS  PROPERTY.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  McCormack  commending  thXsurplus 

property  disposal  program  and  inserting  a  HEW  press  release  including  a  £Xate-b 
State  list  of  real  and  personal  property  distributed,  April  -  June  1959.  \ 

/pp.  A7055-6  \ 

yl.  COTTON.  Rep.  Roberts  inserted  an  Ala.  State  Legislature  resolution  commending 
the  Congress  on  the  passage  of  the  cotton  acreage  allotment  bill.  p.  A7058 
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In  connection  with  exports  of  wheat  and 
wheat  flour  are  occasioned  by  reason  of  the 
U.S.  domestic  price  of  wheat  being  higher 
than  the  world  price. 

V  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  been  conducted  pursuant 
to\he  International  Wheat  Agreement  Act 
of  R(49,  as  amended  in  1953  and  1956,  en- 
ablesVpmmercial  wheat  exporters  and  millers 
to  purchase  wheat  at  domestic  market  prices 
and  to  sWl  the  wheat,  or  wheat  flour  pro¬ 
duct,  to  purchasers  in  IWA  importing  coun¬ 
tries,  at  prides  consistent  with  the  agreement 
price  range,  m  competition  with  other  ex¬ 
porters  in  the  world  market. 

The  act  requnros  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  utnize  the  usual  and  custom¬ 
ary  channels,  faeilirias,  and  arrangements  of 
trade  and  commerce  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable  in  makingVheat  available  under 
the  agreement.  During\he  life  of  the  1956 
agreement,  all  but  a  neg^gible  part  of  the 
exports  of  wheat  and  wheai  flour  under  the 
agreement  have  been  handled  by  the  pri¬ 
vate  trade.  Specifically,  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  has  been  directlyNinvolved  in 
foreign  sales  only  under  speciV  circum¬ 
stances,  in  transactions  representing  3  per¬ 
cent  of  all  wheat  agreement  exports  in 
1956-57,  eight-tenths  of  1  percent  in  1967-58, 
and  four-tenths  of  1  percent  in  1958-59W 

Insofar  as  practicable,  practices  and  pro¬ 
cedures  applicable  to  ordinary  comtoerciw 
exports  are  permitted  and  encouraged.  Th^ 
program  requirements  are  such  as  to  make 
participation  practicable  for  small  business 
or  for  any  exporter  regularly  engaged  in  the 
exportation  of  wheat  or  wheat  flour. 

Under  the  program,  an  exporter  in  the 
private  trade  negotiates  a  sale  of  wheat  or 
wheat  flour  with  a  buyer  in  a  wheat  agree¬ 
ment  importing  country,  in  the  knowledge 
of  export  payment  rates  which  are  publicly 
announced  each  day  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  after  grain  markets  have 
closed.  The  exporter  reports  the  sale  by 
telegraph  to  the  CCC,  and  if  the  transac¬ 
tion  is  eligible  he  receives  confirmation  of 
eligibility  under  the  program  within  a  few 
hours.  He  later  accomplishes  the  exporta¬ 
tion  and  upon  presentation  of  evidence  of 
sale  and  proof  of  export,  he  collects  the  ex¬ 
port  payment  from  an  office  in  his  area  at 
the  rate  per  bushel  of  wheat  or  hundred¬ 
weight  of  flour  which  prevailed  at  the  time 
the  sale  was  made.  In  the  case  of  wheat, 
the  subsidy  payment  is  made  in  the  form 
of  a  negotiable  certificate  which  is  redeem¬ 
able  only  in  wheat  from  Commodity  Credit 
stdcks  at  the  domestic  market  price.  This/ 
wheat  is  utilized  only  in  connection  wilfi 
further  exports  under  the  program.  / 

EXPORT  SUBSIDY  COSTS  / 

During  the  life  of  the  1956  agi/ment, 
the  average  payment  per  bushel  1/as  been 
about  73  cents,  although  during/he  last  1 
of  the  3  years  it  was  considerably  less  than 
the  preceding  2  years.  It  is  /imated  that 
during  the  first  year  of  the  /59  agreement 
the  payment  per  bushel  nfday  average  be¬ 
tween  55  and  60  cents.  1m  estimate  of  the 
cost  beyond  the  first  yeaomas  not  been  made 
because  of  the  uncert/aties  in  forecasting 

(1)  the  level  of  domestic  market  prices  and 

(2)  the  future  selling  prices  which  will  need 
to  be  established /i  order  to  remain  com¬ 
petitive  in  the  world  market.  In  the  latter 
connection,  no  Appreciable  change  is  antici¬ 
pated  which  sr ould  result  in  increased  sub¬ 
sidy  costs.  / 

(Mr.  SfPENCE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
mark/and  to  insert  a  description  of  the 
operations  under  the  Wheat  Agreement 
-A/) 

/Mr.  McDonough.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
/hairman  of  the  committee  has  clearly 
r  stated  the  purposes  of  this  bill. 


One  of  the  items  I  believe  to  be  of 
special  interest  to  those  of  us  who  are 
seeking  to  economize  on  our  price  sup¬ 
port  agriculture  program  on  agricultural 
commodities  is  that  the  exports  provided 
for  under  this  bill  will  help  keep  the  costs 
at  a  minimum  for  providing  a  stable 
wheat  market,  and  to  release  from  stor¬ 
age  many  millions  of  bushels  of  wheat 
that  otherwise  would  have  to  be  stored 
at  great  expense  to  the  American  tax¬ 
payer. 

Let  me -read  the  following  from  the 
committee  report : 

PURPOSE  OP  BILL 

The  bill  would  extend  for  an  additional 
3  years  the  necessary  implementing  legis¬ 
lation  to  carry  out  U.S.  participation  in 
the  International  Wheat  Agreement.  This 
agreement  was  originally  signed  in  1949  and 
since  has  been  extended  at  3-year  intervals, 
the  latest  extension  having  been  ratified  by 
the  Senate  on  July  15,  1959,  by  a  vote  of 
92  to  1.  Under  the  1959  agreement,  some 
30  participating  wheat-importing  countries 
have  agreed  to  buy  on  the  average  of  70 
percent  of  their  commercial  wheat  imports 
from  the  United  States  and  8  other  wheat/' 
exporting  countries,  at  prices  within  a  s/- 
cified  range.  H.R.  8409  would  extend  .the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation's  authority 
to  make  wheat  and  wheat  flour  avail/le  for 
Vxport  to  exercise  our  right  and  f/fill  our 
Obligations  under  the  agreement.  / 

RIGHTS  AND  OBLIGATIONS  UNDERT  THE  1959 

\  AGREEMENT  / 

Uno^r  the  International  wAeat  Agreement 
of  1959\ach  importing  menroer  country  un¬ 
dertakes Ito  purchase  fron/nember  exporters 
a  specifiec^cercentage  /  its  total  commer¬ 
cial  purcMtees  irony  all  sources.  The 
weighted  average  o/;he  percentages  sub¬ 
scribed  by  indiNdu/  importing  countries  is 
a  little  over  7o\«lercent.  At  the  level  of 
trade  during  th/^roars  1954—58,  commercial 
transactions  /  ya&r  for  these  countries 
approximated/600  mil^pn  bushels.  It  is  ex¬ 
pected  that/iese  countries  will  buy  a  much 
greater  proportion  of  tSeir  total  commer¬ 
cial  requirements  than  thV  70  percent  sub¬ 
scribe/this  percent  is  the\ninimum  guar¬ 
antee/  under  the  agreement.  This  im- 
por/  obligation  exists  at  the  agreement 
m/mum  price,  and  continues  tttiroughout 
txe  range  up  to  the  maximum  p^ce  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  agreement.  The  United  States 
" and  other  exporting  countries  have  the  right 
to  sell  the  guaranteed  percentage  0J1  im¬ 
porters’  purchases,  with  the  added  benefit 
of  whatever  quantities  over  and  above  the 
subscribed  percentages  member  importer^ 
may  purchase  from  them. 

The  exporting  countries’  obligation  be¬ 
comes  effective  if  the  price  reaches  the 
agreement  maximum  Then,  they  must  fur¬ 
nish  any  quantities  'not  already  purchased 
in  that  year,  up  to  a  moving  average  equal 
to  importers’  historical  commercial  pur¬ 
chases  during  a  5-year  period.  Importing 
countries  have  the  right  to  purchase  up  to 
these  quantities  at  the  maximum  price.  On 
the  basis  of  average  commercial  exports  in 
the  period  1954-58,  the  U.S.  annual  obliga¬ 
tion  would  be  to  sell  a  little  over  150  mil¬ 
lion  bushels. 

Transactions  involving  inconvertible  local 
currency  such  as  sales  under  title  I  of 
Public  Law  480,  and  other  transactions 
which  include  features  introduced  by  the 
government  of  a  country  concerned  which 
do  not  conform  with  usual  commercial  prac¬ 
tices,  do  not  come  within  the  rights  and 
obligations  of  the  agreement. 

THE  PRICE  RANGE 

The  price  range  specified  in  the  1958  agree¬ 
ment  is  $1.50  to  $1.90  per  bushel.  These 
prices  are  in  terms  of  a  basic  grade,  No.  1 


Manitoba  Northern,  at  a  basing  point  at  ttye 
head  of  the  Great  Lakes  in  Canada.  The 
current  Canadian  quotation  for  this  grade 
of  wheat  in  the  base  location  (converted 
to  U.S.  funds  which  coincide  w/h  the 
monetary  basis  specified  in  the  agreement) 
is  $1.74.  This  is  16  cents  below/the  agree¬ 
ment  maximum  and  24  cent/  above  the 
minimum  / 

The  price  range  under  the  agreement  is 
the  result  of,  and  consistent  with,  world 
price  levels  for  wheat  wnich  have  evolved 
as  a  result,  to  some  extent,  of  supply-de¬ 
mand  factors,  disposa/ and  pricing  policies 
of  the  principal  wh/t-exporting  countries, 
and  negotiations  /  connection  with  the 
agreement  to  maintain  a  reasonable  and 
stable  price,  sc/nty  or  surplus  conditions 
notwithstanding. 

There  is  /io  objection  to  the  bill  that 
I  know  of/  I  have  no  requests  for  time. 
I  hope,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  we  are 
a  pa rj/y  to  this  international  wheat 
agre/ent  and  this  action  will  extend 
th/greement  for  another  3  years,  that 
th4  bill  will  pass. 

/ Mr .  SHELLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McDonough.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Does  this  bill  in  any 
way  change  the  present  requirements  of 
50-50  carriage  of  cargo  wherever  this 
type  of  cargo  is  being  released  or  dis¬ 
tributed  by  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  I  appreciate  the 
interest  of  the  gentleman  from  Califor¬ 
nia  in  that  particular  respect.  This  does 
not  change  the  50-50  formula  for  the 
handling  of  the  commodities. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Does  it  pertain  in  any 
manner  to  the  50-50  formula  for  the 
carriage  of  cargoes  of  this  type  in  Amer- 
ican-flag  vessels? 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  No,  it  does  not. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
suspending  the  rules  and  passing  the 
bill. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill 
was  passed. 


ESTABLISHING  AN  ADVISORY  COM¬ 
MISSION  ON  INTER-GOVERNMEN¬ 
TAL  RELATIONS 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  6904)  to  establish  an  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Re¬ 
lations. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
RELATIONS 

Section  1.  There  Is  hereby  established  a 
permanent  bipartisan  commission  to  be 
known  as  the  Advisory  Commission  on  In¬ 
tergovernmental  Relations,  hereinafter  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  "Commission”. 

declaration  of  purpose 

Sec.  2.  Because  the  complexity  of  modern, 
life  intensifies  the  need  in  a  federal  form 
of  government  for  the  fullest  cooperation 
and  coordination  of  activities  between  the 
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levels  of  government,  and  because  popula¬ 
tion  growth  and  scientific  developments 
portend  an  increasingly  complex  society  in 
future  years,  it  is  essential  that  an  appro¬ 
priate  agency  be  established  to  give  con¬ 
tinuing  attention  to  intergovernmental 
problems. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in 
the  performance  of  its  duties,  will — 

(1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the 
Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  for 
the  consideration  of  common  problems; 

(2)  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the 
administration  and  coordination  of  Federal 
grant  and  other  programs  requiring  inter¬ 
governmental  cooperation; 

(3)  give  critical  attention  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  and  controls  involved  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  Federal  grant  programs; 

(4)  make  available  technical  assistance 
to  the  executive  and  legislative  branches  of 
the  Federal  Government  in  the  review  of 
proposed  legislation  to  determine  its  over¬ 
all  effect  on  the  Federal  system; 

(5)  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an 
early  stage  of  emerging  public  problems 
that  are  likely  to  require  intergovernmental 
cooperation; 

(6)  recommend,  within  the  framework  of 
the  Constitution,  the  most  desirable  alloca¬ 
tion  of  governmental  functions,  responsibil¬ 
ities,  and  revenues  among  the  several  levels 
of  government;  and 

(7)  recommend  methods  of  coordinating 
and  simplying  tax  laws  and  administrative 
practices  to  achieve  a  more  orderly  and  less 
competitive  fiscal  relationship  between  the 
levels  of  government  and  to  reduce  the 
burden  of  compliance  for  taxpayers. 

MEMBERSHIP  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  com¬ 
posed  of  twenty-five  members,  as  follows: 

(1)  Six  appointed  by  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  three  of  whom  shall  be 
officers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  three  private  citizens,  all  of 
whom  shall  have  had  experience  or  familiar¬ 
ity  with  relations  between  the  levels  of 
government; 

(2)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of 
the  Senate,  who  shall  be  Members  of  the 
Senate; 

(3)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  who  shall  be 
Members  of  the  House; 

(4)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  eight  Governors  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Governors’  Conference; 

(5)  Three  appointed  by  the  President 
from  a  panel  of  at  least  six  members  of 
State  legislative  bodies  submitted  by  the 
board  of  managers  of  the  Council  of  State 
Governments; 

(6)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  eight  mayors  submitted 
jointly  by  the  American  Municipal  Associa¬ 
tion  and  the  United  States  Conference  of 
Mayors; 

(7)  Two  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  four  elected  county  offi¬ 
cers  submitted  by  the  National  Association 
of  County  Officials. 

(b)  The  members  appointed  from  private 
life  under  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  appointed  without  regard  to  politi¬ 
cal  affiliation;  of  each  class  of  members 
enumerated  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of 
subsection  (a),  two  shall  be  from  the  ma¬ 
jority  party  of  the  respective  houses;  of 
each  class  of  members  enumerated  in  par¬ 
agraphs  (4),  (5),  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a), 
not  more  than  two  shall  be  from  any  one 
political  party  and  of  the  members  enum¬ 
erated  in  paragraph  (7)  of  subsection  (a), 
not  more  than  one  shall  be  from  any  one 
political  party;  of  each  class  of  members 
enumerated  in  paragraphs  (5),  (6),  and  (7) 
of  subsection  (a),  not  more  than  one  shall 
be  from  any  one  State;  at  least  two  of  the 


appointees  under  paragraph  (6)  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  shall  be  from  cities  under  five 
hundred  thousand  population. 

(c)  The  term  of  office  of  each  member 
of  the  Commission  shall  be  two  years,  but 
members  shall  be  eligible  for  reappoint¬ 
ment. 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  President  shall  convene 
the  Commission  within  ninety  days  follow¬ 
ing  enactment  of  this  Act  at  such  time  and 
place  as  he  may  designate  for  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  initial  meeting. 

(b)  The  President  shall  designate  a 
Chairman  and  a  Vice  Chairman  from 
among  members  of  the  Commission. 

(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  of 
the  Commission  shall  be  filled  in  the  same 
manner  in  which  the  original  appointment 
was  made;  except  that  where  the  number 
of  vacancies  is  fewer  than  the  number  of 
members  specified  in  paragraphs  4,  5,  6,  and 
7  of  section  3(a),  each  panel  of  names  sub¬ 
mitted  in  accordance  with  the  aforemen¬ 
tioned  paragraphs  shall  contain  at  least 
two  names  for  each  vacancy. 

(d)  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in 
the  official  position  from  which  originally 
appointed  under  section  3(a),  his  place 
on  the  Commission  shall  be  -deemed  to  be 
vacant. 

(e)  Thirteen  members  of  the  Commission 
shall  constitute  a  quorum,  but  two  or  more 
members  shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  hearings. 

DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Com¬ 
mission — 

(1)  to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to 
make  such  studies  and  investigations  as  are 
necessary  or  desirable  in  the  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section 
2  of  this  Act; 

(2)  to  consider,  on  its  own  initiative, 
ways  and  means  for  fostering  better  rela¬ 
tions  between  the  levels  of  government; 

(3)  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  on  or  before 
January  31  of  each  year.  The  Commission 
may  also  submit  such  additional  reports  to 
the  President,  to  the  Congress  or  any  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of 
government  or  organization  as  the  Com¬ 
mission  may  deem  appropriate. 

POWERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the 
authorization  of  the  Commission,  any  sub¬ 
committee  or  members  thereof,  may,  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  hold  such  hearings,  take  such  testimony, 
and  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and  places  as 
the  Commission  deems  advisable.  Any  mem¬ 
ber  authorized  by  the  Commission  may  ad¬ 
minister  oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses 
appearing  before  the  Commission  or  any  sub¬ 
committee  or  members  thereof.  ' 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instru¬ 
mentality  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government,  including  independent  agen¬ 
cies,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  furnish 
to  the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by 
the  Chairman  or  Vice  Chairman,  such  in¬ 
formation  as  the  Commission  deems  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to 
appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of,  and  remove 
a  staff  director  without  regard  to  the  civil 
service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949.  Such  appointment  shall  be  made  solely 
on  the  basis  of  fitness  to  perform  the  duties 
of  the  position  and  without  regard  to  po¬ 
litical  affiliation. 

(d)  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  may  be  adopted  by  the  Commission,  the 
Chairman,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service 
laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  and 
without  reference  to  political  affiliation,  shall 
have  the  power — - 
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(1)  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of, 
and  remove  such  other  personnel  as  he  deems 
necessary. 

(2)  to  procure  temporary  and  intermittent 
services  to  the  same  extent  as  is  authorized 
by  section  15  of  the  Administrative  Expenses 
Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  but  at  rates  not 
to  exceed  $50  a  day  for  individuals. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
Act,  persons  in  the  employ  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  under  subsections  (c)  and  (d)(1)  of 
this  section  shall  be  considered  to  be  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  for  all  purposes,  including — 

(1)  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  2251-2267) , 

(2)  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Life  In¬ 
surance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
2091-2103), 

(3)  annual  and  sick  leave,  and 

(4)  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  835-842). 

(f)  No  individual  employed  in  the  service 
of  the  ComiAission  shall  be  paid  compensa¬ 
tion  for  such  employment  at  a  rate  in  excess 
of  $20,000  per  annum. 

COMPENSATION  OF  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission 
who  are  Members  of  Congress,  officers  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government, 
Governors,  or  full-time  salaried  officers  of 
city  and  county  governments  shall  serve 
without  compensation  in  addition  to  that 
received  in  their  regular  public  employment, 
but  shall  be  allowed  necessary  travel  expenses 
(or,  in  the  alternative,  a  per  diem  in  lieu 
of  subsistence  and  mileage  not  to  exceed  the 
rates  prescribed  in  the  Travel  Expense  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended),  without  regard  to  the 
Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C.  835-842),  the  Standardized  Govern¬ 
ment  Travel  Regulations,  or  section  10  of 
the  Act  of  March  3,  1933  (5  U.S.C.  73b),  and 
other  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  them 
in  the  performance  of  duties  vested  in  the 
Commission. 

(b)  Members  of  the  Commission,  other 
than  those  to  whom  subsection  (a)  is  appli¬ 
cable,  shall  receive  compensation  at  the  rate 
of  $50  per  day  for  each  day  they  are  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as 
members  of  the  Commission  and  shall  be 
entitled  to  reimbursement  for  travel,  sub¬ 
sistence,  and  other  necessary  expenses  in¬ 
curred  by  them  in  the  performance  of  their 
duties  as  members  of  the  Commission,  as 
provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  second  de¬ 
manded? 

Mr.  MEADER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  de¬ 
mand  a  second. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  second  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  might  con¬ 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  before  addressing  myself 
to  the  legislation  at  hand,  I  want  to 
thank  each  and  every  member  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Re¬ 
lations,  and  also  the  members  of  the  full 
Committee  on  Government  Operations, 
for  their  interest  in  this  legislation  and 
their  cooperation  in  helping  me  to  bring 
it  to  the  House  for  action.  I  also  want 
to  thank  those  members  who  formerly 
served  on  the  subcommittee  for  the  sig- 
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nificant  part  they  played  in  our  hearings 
during  the  85th  Congress.  These  include 
Representatives  Robert  E.  Jones,  Henry 
S.  Reuss,  Chet  Holifield,  Robert  H. 
Michel,  and  former  Representative  Ed¬ 
win  H.  May,  Jr.,  of  Connecticut.  Es¬ 
pecially  do  I  want  to  pay  my  respects  to 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  our  sub¬ 
committee,  the  distinguished  and  able 
Congresswoman  from  New  Jersey,  Mrs. 
Dwyer,  for  her  untiring  efforts  and  non¬ 
partisan  cooperation  in  making  this  leg¬ 
islation  a  reality.  She  has  worked  dili¬ 
gently  at  all  times  in  a  genuinely  sincere 
effort  to  find  a  satisfactory  vehicle  for 
the  improvement  of  intergovernmental 
relations.  Mrs.  Dwyer  has  reflected 
credit  not  only  upon  herself  but  also 
upon  the  constituency  which  she  has 
the  high  honor  to  represent. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  before  the  House 
at  this  time,  H.R.  6904,  was  unanimously 
reported  with  amendments  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations  on 
July  31,  1959.  This  bill  is  intended  to 
implement  one  of  the  principal  recom¬ 
mendations  made  by  the  committee  in 
its  30th  report  to  the  85th  Congress — 
Report  No.;2533 — and  is  a  result  of  al¬ 
most  3  years  of  study  of  Federal-State- 
local  relations  by  the  committee’s  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  Subcommittee. 

The  need  for  the  advisory  commission 
proposed  in  this  legislation  has  been 
widely  recognized  and  its  establishment, 
in  my  judgment,  is  long  overdue.  It  is 
interesting  to  note  that  a  similar  com¬ 
mission  was  recommended  10  years  ago 
by  the  first  Hoover  Commission.  I 
might  add  that  the  2 -year  study  of  this 
neglected  area  of  intergovernmental  re¬ 
lations  by  the  Kestnbaum  Commission 
was  the  first  official  undertaking  of  its 
kind  since  the  Constitutional  Conven¬ 
tion  in  1787. 

The  Commission  would  serve  in  an 
advisory  capacity  to  the  President,  to 
the  Congress,  and  to  State  and  local 
government.  Its  function  would  be  to 
provide  information  and  to  make  rec¬ 
ommendations  for  the  purpose  of  facili¬ 
tating  sound  governmental  policies  with 
respect  to  intergovernmental  activities 
and  problems.  The  Commission  would 
have  no  administrative  responsibilities. 

It  should  be  made  perfectly  clear  that 
the  Advisory  Commission  is  not  intend¬ 
ed  to  be  exclusively  a  Federal  agency  or 
an  agency  dominated  or  controlled  by 
any  one  level  of  government.  Rather, 
it  is  intended  to  be  a  genuine  interlevel 
body.  In  effect,  the  Commission  is  a 
political  innovation — a  new  type  of  or¬ 
ganization  tailored  to  fit  the  character 
and  the  needs  of  our  Federal  system. 
This  fact  is  reflected  in  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  composition. 

The  Commission’s  25  members  would 
be  a  distributed  as  follows:  6  from  the 
Congress,  3  from  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government,  4  State  Gov¬ 
ernors,  3  members  of  State  legislatures, 
4  mayors,  2  county  officers,  and  3  persons 
from  private  life.  In  drawing  its  mem¬ 
bers  from  among  active  and  responsible 
public  officials  at  all  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment,  the  Commission  would  have  the 
advantage  of .  its  members’  firsthand 
knowledge  of  intergovernmental  prob¬ 


lems  and  their  ability  to  communicate 
the  Commission’s  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  back  to  their  respective 
levels  of  government.  While  a  25-mem¬ 
ber  body  may  appear  to  be  unduly  large, 
I  believe  that  a  commission  of  this  size 
is  justified  by  the  various  units  of  gov¬ 
ernment  and  points  of  view  that  will  be 
represented. 

The  need  for  an  Advisory  Commission 
was  well  documented  in  the  joint  hear¬ 
ings  which  the  subcommittee  held  this 
past  June  with  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Government  Operations.  The  wit¬ 
nesses  who  appeared  were  unanimous  in 
their  support  of  this  legislation.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  a  great  many  statements  were 
received  from  Members  of  Congress, 
Governors,  mayors.  State  legislators, 
and  private  organizations,  including  the 
U.S.  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  the 
AFL-CIO,  favoring  the  Commission’s  es¬ 
tablishment.  Only  one  statement  was 
received  in  opposition.  It  may  be  of  in¬ 
terest  that  resolutions  urging  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  legislation  have  been 
adopted  by  such  national  organizations 
as  the  Governors’  conference,  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Municipal  Association,  the  U.S.  Con¬ 
ference  of  Mayors,  and  the  National 
Association  of  County  Officials. 

As  many  of  you  know,  I  have  always 
taken  a  very  critical  view  personally  of 
proposals  for  the  creation  of  new  com¬ 
missions  and  committees.  It  has  been 
my  feeling  that  the  need  for  such  bodies 
must  be  clearly  demonstrated.  In  my 
judgment,  the  need  has  been  adequately 
established  in  the  present  case. 

In  sponsoring  this  legislation  it  has 
been  my  intention  that  the  Commission 
would  be  a  modest  undertaking  served 
by  a  very  small  but  outstanding  pro¬ 
fessional  staff.  There  is  no  need  to 
create  a  bureaucracy  in  support  of  the 
Commission,  since  the  staff  will  func¬ 
tion  primarily  to  draw  upon  operational 
data  available  from  government  agen¬ 
cies,  to  stimulate  and  coordinate  the 
research  efforts  of  public  and  private 
agencies  in  relation  to  intergovern¬ 
mental  matters,  and  to  fill  the  gaps  that 
not  exist  in  the  analysis  and  presenta¬ 
tion  of  information  in  this  field. 

In  summary,  I  should  like  to  empha¬ 
size  that  the  basic  objective  of  the 
Commission  is  to  strengthen  the  ability 
of  our  Federal  system  to  meet  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  an  increasingly  complex  society 
in  this  space  age  by  promoting  greater 
cooperation,  understanding,  and  coor¬ 
dination  of  activities  between  the  sep¬ 
arate  levels  of  government.  Even  if  the 
Commission  did  no  more  than  provide 
the  machinery  for  bringing  together 
Federal,  State  and  local  officials  to  dis¬ 
cuss  matters  of  mutual  interest  and 
concern,  I  feel  the  proposed  Commis¬ 
sion  would  be  worth  the  expense.  The 
importance  of  establishing  effective 
lines  of  communication  between  the 
levels  of  government  should  not  be 
underestimated.  However,  I  sincerely 
believe  that  the  Commission,  if  given  a 
fair  chance,  will  accomplish  a  great  deal 
more,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup¬ 
port  this  legislation  which  has  received 
the  committee’s  unanimous  approval. 

Because  of  its  importance  is  outlining 
the  committee’s  thinking  with  respect  to 


the  nature  and  role  of  the  Advisory 
Commission,  I  am  placing  the  text  of  the 
report  on  the  bill — Report  No.  742 — in 
the  record  together  with  the  bill  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks.  This  report 
also  includes  representative  excerpts 
from  the  testimony  of  the  jdint  hear¬ 
ings  which  emphasize  the  special  impor¬ 
tance  of' the  Commission  and  its  poten¬ 
tial  usefulness. 

For  purposes  of  clarification,  I  am  also 
placing  in  the  Record  a  tabular  analysis 
of  the  Advisory  Commission’s  member¬ 
ship  and  a  chronology  of  the  events  con¬ 
nected  with  this  legislation. 

Before  concluding  my  remarks,  I 
would  like  to  comment  briefly  on  the  re¬ 
lationship  between  this  legislation  and 
other  proposals  now  under  consideration 
for  the  establishment  of  a  commission 
on  metropolitan  area  problems. 

Unquestionably,  the  area  of  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  Commission  in  H.R.  6904  is 
sufficiently  broad  to  include  a  study  or 
studies  of  metropolitan  problems.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  it  was  intended  and  an¬ 
ticipated  by  our  subcommittee  that  the 
Advisory  Commission  would  give  atten¬ 
tion  to  present  and  emerging  metropoli¬ 
tan  area  problems  that  are  intergovern¬ 
mental  in  origin  or  effect.  However,  the 
subcommittee  did  not  consider  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  or  not  an  intensive  full- 
scale  study  of  metropolitan  problems  is 
needed  and  should  be  undertaken  at  the 
present  time.  Consequently,  I  presently 
have  no  personal  opinion  on  this  ques¬ 
tion.  The  Congress  in  its  wisdom  will 
have  to  determine,  of  course,  whether  or 
not  there  is  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant 
an  intensive  metropolitan  area  study  at 
this  time. 

In  the  absence  of  such  a  determina¬ 
tion  by  the  Congress  in  this  session,  I 
would  personally  expect  the  Advisory 
Commission,  when  it  is  duly  constituted, 
to  consider  the  need  for  such  a  compre¬ 
hensive  study  and  to  advise  whether 
it  or  another  body  would  be  best 
equipped  to  study  this  problem. 

However,  we  should  bear  in  mind  that 
the  area  of  responsibility  intended  for 
the  Advisory  Commission  is  very  broad 
and  there  are  many  pressing  problems 
that  will  require  the  Commission’s  early 
attention.  Consequently,  I  doubt  that 
it  would  be  advisable  for  the  Congress 
to  require  that  the  Commission  channel 
its  energies  at  the  outset  into  any  single 
segment  of  the  entire  field  of  intergov¬ 
ernmental  relations. 

H.R.  6904 

A  bill  to  establish  an  advisory  commission  on 
intergovernmental  relations 

Be  it  enacted,  in  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
RELATIONS 

Section  1.  There  is  hereby  established  a 
permanent  bipartisan  commission  to  be 
known  as  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations,  hereinafter  referred 
to  as  the  “Commission”. 

DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  Because  the  complexity  of  modern 
life  intensifies  the  need  in  a  federal  form  of 
government  for  the  fullest  cooperation  and 
coordination  of  activities  between,  the  levels 
of  government,  and  because  population 
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growth  and  scientific  developments  portend 
an  increasingly  complex  society  in  future 
years,  it  is  essential  that  an  appropriate 
agency  be  established  to  give  continuing  at¬ 
tention  to  intergovermental  problems. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in 
the  performance  of  its  duties,  will — 

(1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the 
Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  for 
the  consideration  of  common  problems; 

(2)  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  ad¬ 
ministration  and  coordination  of  Federal 
grant  and  other  programs  requiring  inter¬ 
governmental  cooperation; 

(3)  give  critical  attention  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  and  controls  involved  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  Federal  grant  programs; 

(4)  make  available  technical  assistance  to 
the  executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  review  of  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  to  determine  its  overall  ef¬ 
fect  on  the  Federal  system; 

(5)  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an 
early  stage  of  emerging  public  problems  that 
are  likely  to  require  intergovernmental  co¬ 
operation;  and 

(6)  recommend,  within  the  framework  of 
the  Constitution,  the  most  desirable  allo¬ 
cation  of  governmental  functions  and  re¬ 
sponsibilities,  among  the  several  levels  of 
government. 

MEMBERSHIP  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  com¬ 
posed  of  twenty -four  members,  as  follows: 

(1)  Six  appointed  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  three  of  whom  shall  be  of¬ 
ficers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  three  private  citizens,  all  of 
whom  shall  have  had  experience  or  familiar¬ 
ity  with  relations  between  the  levels  of  gov¬ 
ernment; 

(2)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of 
the  Senate,  who  shall  be  Members  of  the 
Senate; 

(3)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  who  shall  be  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House; 

(4)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  six  Governors  submitted 
by  the  Governors’  Conference; 

(5)  Three  appointed  by  the  President 
from  a  panel  of  at  least  five  members  of 
State  legislative  bodies  submitted  by  the 
board  of  managers  of  the  Council  of  State 
Governments; 

(6)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  six  mayors  submitted 
jointly  by  the  American  Municipal  Associa¬ 
tion  and  the  United  States  Conference  of 
Mayors; 

(7)  One  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  two  elected  county  of¬ 
ficers  submitted  by  the  National  Association 
of  County  Officials. 

(b)  The  members  appointed  from  private 
life  under  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  appointed  without  regard  to  politi¬ 
cal  affiliation;  of  each  class  of  members 
enumerated  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of 
subsection  (a) ,  two  shall  be  from  the  ma¬ 
jority  party  of  the  respective  houses;  of  each 
class  of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs 
(4),  (5),  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a),  not 
more  than  two  shall  be  from  any  one  po¬ 
litical  party;  of  each  class  of  members  enu¬ 
merated  in  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6)  of  sub¬ 
section  (a) ,  not  more  than  one  shall  be  from 
any  one  State;  at  least  two  of  the  appointees 
under  paragraph  (6)  of  subsection  (a)  shall 
be  from  cities  under  five  hundred  thousand 
population. 

(c)  The  term  of  office  of  each  member  of 
the  Commission  shall  be  two  years,  but  mem¬ 
bers  shall  be  eligible  for  reappointment. 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  President  shall  convene  the 
Commission  within  ninety  days  following  en¬ 
actment  of  this  Act  at  such  time  and  place 
as  he  may  designate  for  the  Commission’s 


initial  meeting.  The  President,  or  his  desig¬ 
nee,  shall  serve  as  the  Commission’s  tem¬ 
porary  Chairman  pending  the  election  of  a 
permanent  Chairman. 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  elect  a  Chair¬ 
man  and  a  Vice  Chairman  from  among  its 
members. 

(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the 
Commission  shall  be  filled  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  in  which  the  original  appointment  was 
made;  except  that  where  the  number  of 
vacancies  is  fewer  than  the  number  of  mem¬ 
bers  specified  in  paragraphs  4,  5,  and  6,  of 
section  3(a),  each  panel  of  names  submitted 
in  accordance  with  the  aforementioned  para¬ 
graphs  shall  contain  at  least  one  name  more 
than  the  number  of  vacancies. 

(d)  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in 
the  official  position  from  which  originally 
appointed  under  section  3(a),  his  place  on 
the  Commission  shall  be  deemed  to  be  va¬ 
cant. 

(e)  Twelve  members  of  the  Commission 
shall  constitute  a  quorum,  but  two  or  more 
members  shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  hearings. 

DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Com¬ 
mission — 

(1)  to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to 
make  such  studies  and  investigations  as  are 
necessary  or  desirable  in  the  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  2 
of  this  Act; 

(2)  to  consider,  on  its  own  initiative,  ways 
and  means  for  fostering  better  relations  be¬ 
tween  the  levels  of  government; 

(3)  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  on  or  before 
January  31  of  each  year.  The  Commission 
may  also  submit  such  additional  reports  to 
the  President,  to  the  Congress  or  any  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of 
government  or  organization  as  the  Commis¬ 
sion  may  deem  appropriate. 

POWERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the 
authorization  of  the  Commission,  any  sub¬ 
committee  or  members  thereof,  may,  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  hold  such  hearings,  take  such  tsti- 
mony,  and  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and 
places  as  the  Commission  deems  advisable. 
Any  member  of  the  Commission  may  ad¬ 
minister  oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses 
appearing  before  the  Commission  or  any  sub¬ 
committee  or  member  thereof. 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instru¬ 
mentality  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government,  including  independent  agen¬ 
cies,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  furnish 
to  the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by 
the  Chairman  or  Vice  Chairman,  such  in¬ 
formation  as  the  Commission  deems  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this 
Act. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to 
appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of,  and  re¬ 
move  a  staff  director  without  regard  to  the 
civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act 
of  1949.  Such  appointment  shall  be  made 
solely  on  the  basis  of  fitness  to  perform  the 
duties  of  the  position  and  without  regard  to 
political  affiliation. 

(d)  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  may  be  adopted  by  the  Commission,  the 
Chairman,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service 
laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  and 
without  reference  to  political  affiliation,  shall 
and  remove  such  other  personnel  as  he  deems 
have  the  power — 

(1)  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of, 
necessary 

(2)  to  procure  temporary  and  intermittent 
services  to  the  same  extent  as  is  authorized 
by  section  15  of  the  Administrative  Expen¬ 
ses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  but  at  rates 
not  to  exceed  $50  a  day  for  individuals. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
Act,  persons  in  the  employ  of  the  Commis¬ 


sion  under  subsections  (c)  and  (d)  (1)  of 
this  section  shall  be  considered  to  be  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  for  all  purposes,  including — 

(1)  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  2251-2267),, 

(2)  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Life  In¬ 
surance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
2091-2103), 

(3)  annual  and  sick  leave,  and 

(4)  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  835-842). 

(f)  No  individual  employed  in  the  service 
of  the  Commission  shall  be  paid  compensa¬ 
tion  for  such  employment  at  a  rate  in  excess 
of  $20,000  per  annum. 

COMPENSATION  OF  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission 
who  are  Members  of  Congress,  officers  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  Governors,  or  full-time  salaried  offi¬ 
cers  of  city  and  county  governments  shall 
serve  without  compensation  in  addition  to 
that  received  in  their  regular  public  em¬ 
ployment,  but  shall  be  allowed  necessary 
travel  expenses,  including  subsistence  (or, 
in  the  alternative,  a  per  diem  in  lieu  of  sub¬ 
sistence  not  to  exceed  the  rate  prescribed  in 
the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended) , 
without  regard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  835-842),  the 
Standardized  Government  Travel  Regula¬ 
tions,  or  section  10  of  the  Act  of  March  3, 
1933  (5  U.S.C.  73b),  and  other -jiecessary  ex¬ 
penses  incurred  by  them  in  the'  performance 
of  duties  vested  in  the  Commission. 

(b)  Members  of  the  Commission,  other 
than  those  to  whom  subsection  (a)  is  ap¬ 
plicable,  shall  receive  compensation  at  the 
rate  of  $50  per  day  for  each  day  they  are 
engaged  in  the  performance  of  their  duties 
as  members  of  the  Commission  and  shall  be 
entitled  to  reimbursement  for  travel,  sub¬ 
sistence,  and  other  necessary  expenses  in¬ 
curred  by  them  in  the  performance  of  their 
duties  as  members  of  the  Commission,  as 
provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 


Establishing  an  Advisory  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations 

Mr.  Dawson,  from  the  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations,  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  report: 

The  Committee  on  Government  Opera¬ 
tions,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (H.R. 
6904)  to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  having  con¬ 
sidered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon 
with  amendments  and  recommends  that  the 
bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Page  2,  line  24,  strike  “cooperation,  and” 
and  insert  “cooperation;”. 

Page  3,  line  3,  strike  "functions  and” 
insert  “functions,”. 

Page  3,  line  3,  after  the  word  “respon¬ 
sibilities”  insert  “,  and  revenues”. 

Page  3,  line  4,  strike  "government.”  and 
insert  “government;  and”. 

Page  3,  after  line  4,  add  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

“(7)  recommend  methods  of  coordinating 
and  simplifying  tax  laws  and  administrative 
practices  to  achieve  a  more  orderly  and  less 
competitive  fiscal  relationship  between  the 
levels  of  government  and  to  reduce  the  bur¬ 
den  of  compliance  for  taxpayers.” 

Page  3,  line  7,  strike  “twenty-four”  and 
insert  “twenty-five”. 

Page  3,  line  18,  strike  “six”  and  insert 
“eight”. 

Page  3,  line  20,  strike  “five”  and  insert 
“six”. 

Page  3,  line  24,  strike  “six”  and  insert 
“eight”. 
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Page  4,  line  3,  strike  “One”  and  insert 
“Two”. 

Page  4,  line  4,  strike  "two”  and  insert 
“lour”. 

Page  4,  line  13,  after  the  word  "party” 
and  before  the  semicolon  add  “and  of  the 
members  enumerated  in  paragraph  (7)  of 
subsection  (a),  not  more  than  one  shall  be 
from  any  one  political  party”. 

Page  4,  line  14,  strike  “(5)  and”  and  insert 
"(5).”. 

Page  4,  line  14,  after  “(6)”  insert  ",  and 
(7)”. 

Page  4,  beginning  in  line  25,  strike  out 
"The  President,  or  his  designee,  shall”  and 
all  that  follows  down  through  line  2  on 
page  5. 

Page  5,  lines  3  and  4,  strike  out  “The 
Commission  shall  elect  a  Chairman  and  a 
Vice  Chairman  from  among  its  members.” 
and  insert  “The  President  shall  designate  a 
Chairman  and  Vice  Chairman  from  among 
members  of  the  Commission.” 

Page  5,  line  9,  strike  “and”. 

Page  5,  line  9,  after  "6”  insert  ",  and  7”. 

Page  5,  lines  11  and  12,  strike  out  “one 
name  more  than  the  number  of  vacancies.” 
and  insert  “two  names  for  each  vacancy.” 

Page  5,  line  16,  strike  “Twelve”  and  insert 
“Thirteen”. 

Page  6,  line  15,  strike  “of”  and  insert 
"authorized  by”. 

Page  8,  lines  12  and  13,  strike  out  "expenses. 
Including  subsistence”  and  insert  “expenses”. 

Page  8,  line  14,  after  “subsistence”  insert 
"and  mileage”. 

Page  8,  line  14,  strike  “rate”  and  insert 
"rates.” 

PURPOSE 

H.R.  6904,  as  amended,  would  establish  a 
permanent  bipartisan  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  which,  on  a 
continuing  basis,  will  ( 1 )  bring  together  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  Federal,  State,  and  local 
governments  for  the  consideration  of  common 
problems;  (2)  provide  a  forum  for  discuss¬ 
ing  the  administration  and  coordination  of 
Federal  grant  and  other  programs  requiring 
intergovernmental  cooperation;  (3)  give 
critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and  con¬ 
trols  involved  in  the  administration  of 
Federal  grant  programs;  (4)  make  available 
technical  assistance  to  the  executive  and  leg¬ 
islative  branches  of  the  Federal  Government 
in  the  review  of  proposed  legislation  to  deter¬ 
mine  its  overall  effect  on  the  Federal  system; 
(5)  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an 
early  stage  of  emerging  public  problems  that 
are  likely  to  require  intergovernmental  coop¬ 
eration;  (6)  recommend,  within  the  frame¬ 
work  of  the  Constitution,  the  most  desirable 
allocation  of  governmental  functions,  re¬ 
sponsibilities,  and  revenues  among  the  sev¬ 
eral  levels  of  government;  and  (7)  recom¬ 
mend  methods  of  coordinating  and  simplify¬ 
ing  tax  laws  and  administrative  practices  to 
achieve  a  more  orderly  and  less  competitive 
fiscal  relationship  between  the  levels  of  gov¬ 
ernment  and  to  reduce  the  burden  of  com¬ 
pliance  for  taxpayers. 

The  underlying  purpose  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  is  to  strengthen  the  ability  of  our  Fed¬ 
eral  system  to  meet  the  problems  of  an  in¬ 
creasingly  complex  society  by  promoting 
greater  cooperation,  understanding,  and  co¬ 
ordination  of  activities  between  the  separate 
levels  of  government. 

The  membership  of  the  Commission  would 
be  drawn,  for  the  most  part;  from  among 
active  and  responsible  public  officials  at  all 
levels  of  government.  Thus,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  would  benefit  from  both  the  firsthand 
knowledge  of  its  members  of  the  problems 
under  consideration  and  their  ability  to  com¬ 
municate  the  findings  and  recommendations 
of  the  Commission  to  their  respective  levels 
of  government. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Commission  will 
provide  guidance  to  the  President  and  the 


Congress  for  the  development  of  sound  Fed¬ 
eral  policies  with  respect  to  State  and  local 
government.  The  Advisory  Commission, 
however,  would  in  no  way  substitute  for  or 
interfere  with  either  the  responsibility  of 
the  President  for  the  coordination  of  Federal 
intergovernmental  programs  or  with  the  leg¬ 
islative  responsibilities  of  the  Congress.  It 
is  intended  that  the  Commission  will  also 
provide  guidance  for  the  development  of 
sound  intergovernmental  relations  at  the 
State  and  local  levels. 

The  committee  wishes  to  emphasize  its  in¬ 
tention  that  the  Commission  will  serve  to 
strengthen  State  and  local  government  so  as 
to  preserve  the  values  of  our  Federal  system. 
It  should  be  an  objective  of  the  Commission 
to  facilitate  discussion  of  intergovernmental 
problems  and  to  identify  governmental  re¬ 
sponsibilities  as  they  arise,  and  to  make  ap¬ 
propriate  suggestions  and  recommendations 
to  the  proper  level  of  government  if  recog¬ 
nized  responsibilities  are  not  being  met  at 
such  level. 

BACKGROUND 

H.R.  6904  implements  a  major  recommen¬ 
dation  of  the  30th  report  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operations  which  was 
unanimously  adopted  in  August  1958. 

In  that  report  (H.  Rept.  2533  ,  85th  Cong., 
2d  sess.)  the  committee  recommended  “the 
establishment  of  a  broadly  based  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 
drawing  its  membership  from  the  Congress, 
the  executive  branch,  Governors,  State  legis¬ 
lators,  mayors,  county  officials,  and  private 
citizens.”  The  committee  envisaged  “that 
such  a  large  body  would  meet  infrequently, 
but  would  maintain  working  committees  to 
deal  with  special  problems  and  would  be  as¬ 
sisted  by  a  permanent  professional  staff.” 

The  recommendation  for  an  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  is  the  result  of  3  years  of  intensive 
study  of  Federal-State-local  relations  by  the 
committee’s  intergovernmental  Relations 
Subcommitee.  In  the  course  of  its  inves¬ 
tigations  the  subcommittee  held  numerous 
public  hearings,  including  field  hearings 
throughout  the  country  during  the  fall  of 
1957,  and  made  questionnaire  surveys  and 
special  studies.1  The  subcommittee’s  inves¬ 


1  The  printed  hearings  and  reports  are  as 
follows : 

Staff  Report  on  Replies  from  Federal  Agen¬ 
cies  to  Questionnaire  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  (August  1956) . 

Replies  from  State  and  local  governments 
to  Questionnaire  on  Intergovernmental  Re¬ 
lations,  Sixth  Report  by  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  (H.  Rept.  575) ,  June 
1957. 

Federal-State-Local  Relations.  Hearings 
before  a  subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations,  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  (July  29,  30,  and  31,  1957). 

Federal-State-Local  Relations,  State  and 
Loeal  Officials.  Hearings  before  a  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Committee  on  Government  Op¬ 
erations,  House  of  Representatives: 

Part  1:  Boston,  Mass.,  and  New  York,  N.Y. 
(Sept.  30,  Oct.  1,  2,  3,  4,  and  7,  1957) . 

Part  2:  Chicago,  Ill.,  and  Kansas  City,  Mo. 
(Oct.  16,  17,  18,  21,  and  22,  1957) . 

Part  3:  Denver,  Colo.,  and  San  Francisco, 
Calif.  (Oct.  24,  25,  28,  and  29,  1957). 

Part  4:  New  Orleans,  La.,  and  Raleigh,  N.C. 
(Nov.  18  and  19,  and  Dec.  10  and  11,  1957). 

Federal-State-Local  Relations  (Dade  Coun¬ 
ty  (Fla.)  Metropolitan  Government.  Hear¬ 
ings  before  a  subcommittee  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operations,  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  (Nov.  21  and  22,  1957). 

Federal-State-Local  Relations,  Joint  Fed¬ 
eral-State  Action  Committee.  Hearings  be¬ 
fore  a  subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations,  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  (Feb.  18,  1958) . 

Federal-State-Local  Relations,  Nongovern¬ 
mental  Organizations  and  Individuals.  Hear- 


tigations  pointed  strongly  to  the  need  for  a 
permanent  Advisory  Commission  to  build  on 
the  foundation  laid  by  the  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  (the  Kestn- 
baum  Commission,  whose  1955  report  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  was  referred  to 
and  thoroughly  studied  by  the  subcommit¬ 
tee),  and  the  need  to  strengthen  communi¬ 
cation  and  relations  between  the  levels  of 
government.  The  Kestnbaum  Commission’s 
2-year  study  of  intergovernmental  relations 
was  the  first  official  undertaking  of  its  kind 
since  the  Constitutional  Convention  in  1787. 

Identical  bills  to  establish  an  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
were  introduced  in  the  House  on  May  6,  1959, 
by  Representative  L.  H.  Fountain  (H.R. 
6904)  and  Representative  Florence  P.  Dwyer 
(H.R.  6905).  A  companion  Senate  bill,  S. 
2026,  was  introduced  by  Senator  Edmund  S. 
Muskie  for  himself  and  25  cosponsors. 

JOINT  HEARINGS 

Joint  hearings  were  held  on  the  identical 
bills,  H.R.  6904,  H.R.  6905,  and  S.  2026,  by 
the  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcom¬ 
mittee  and  the  Senate  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations.  In  these  joint  hearings, 
held  on  June  16,  17,  19,  and  22,  1959,  the 
committees  heard  21  witnesses  and  received 
written  statements  from  45  additional  in¬ 
dividuals  or  organizations  who  were  unable 
to  be  present. 

The  witnesses  included  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress,  Governors,  mayors  representing  the 
two  national  municipal  organizations,  a 
spokesman  for  the  National  Association  of 
County  Officials,  and  members  of  the  former 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

Testimony  or  statements  favoring  this 
legislation  were  received  from  22  Governors. 
In  addition,  the  committee  received  com¬ 
munications  from  16  Governors  who  were 
unable  to  attend  the  hearings  and  who  ex¬ 
pressed  no  opinion  on  the  bills.  No  Gov¬ 
ernor  was  opposed  to  the  Commission’s 
establishment. 

State  Senator  Leslie  B.  Cutler,  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  presented  the  committees  in  joint 
hearing  with  a  unanimous  resolution  adopt¬ 
ed  June  10,  1959,  by  the  Massachusetts  Senate 
memorializing  the  Congress  to  enact  this 
legislation  for  the  establishment  of  an  Ad¬ 
visory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations.  Similar  resolutions  have  also 
been  adopted  by  the  American  Municipal 
Association,  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors, 
and  the  National  Association  of  County 
Officials. 

NEED  FOR  COMMISSION 

The  need  for  a  permanent  Commission  to 
give  continuing  attention  to  intergovern¬ 
mental  problems  has  been  widely  recognized. 

Ten  years  ago  the  first  Hoover  Commission 
recommended  the  establishment  of  a  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

Last  year  this  committee,  after  hearings 
by  its  subcommittee  throughout  the  United 
States,  made  a  similar  recommendation.  In 
emphasizing  the  need  for  a  permanent  com¬ 
mission  the  committee  stated  in  its  report: 

“Occasional  studies  and  ad  hoc  committees, 
however  useful,  are  not  an  effective  substi¬ 
tute  for  the  continuous  review  of  intergov¬ 
ernmental  programs  and  problems  from  the 


ings  before  a  subcommittee  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operations,  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  (Feb.  25  and  26,  1958). 

Federal-State-Local  Relations,  Federal  De¬ 
partments  and  Agencies.  Hearings  before  a 
subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations,  House  of  Representative^, 
Mar.  26,  27;  Apr.  2,  30;  May  7,  8;  and  June 
19,  1958. 

Federal-State-Local  Relations,  Federal 
Grants-in-Aid,  30th  Report  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Government  Operations  (H.  Rept. 
2553) ,  August  1958. 
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standpoint  of  the  Federal  system  as  a 
whole.” 2 

Last  month  a  joint  hearing  of  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  Subcommittee  and 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Government  Oper¬ 
ations  adduced  unanimous  testimony  in 
support  of  a  permanent  commission.  This 
support  had  no  geographical  limitations,  no 
political  differences,  no  divisiveness  as  be¬ 
tween  levels  of  government. 

The  advocacy  of  distinguished  witnesses 
was  universal  and  reflected  many  areas  of 
interest  and  experience;  it  also,  with  un¬ 
concerted  foresight,  anticipated  numerous 
arguments  which  might  be  made  against  the 
proposal  by  those  who  are  not  as  close  to  the 
problems  involved.  This  report,  therefore, 
incorporates  excerpts  at  some  length  from 
their  testimony. 

EXCERPTS  FROM  TESTIMONY 

Mr.  Meyer  Kestnbaum,  in  speaking  of  the 
work  of  the  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  which  he  headed,  stated: 

"I  am  sure  I  need  not  remind  you  that  the 
Commission,  in  making  its  report,  had  in 
mind  the  fact  that  its  study  was  only  the 
beginning  of  a  real  inquiry  into  the  whole 
subject. 

***** 

‘‘I  should  like  to  go  on  record  as  saying 
that  the  idea  of  a  commission  that  will  give 
the  President  and  the  Congress  the  benefit 
of  careful,  incisive  research  and  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  many  problems  that  face  us  in 
this  area,  is  sound,  and  that  it  can  fulfill  a 
very  important  and  useful  function.” 

Former  Congressman  Brooks  Hays,  who 
served  as  a  member  of  the  Kestnbaum 
Commission,  addressed  himself  to  what  is 
frequently  the  first  reaction  when  a  com¬ 
mission  is  proposed.  Mr.  Hays  said; 

“I  see  no  escape  from  what  you  might  call 
the  proliferation  of  agencies.  Now,  I  do  not 
mean  that  we  can  go  on  just  multiplying 
commissions  and  agencies,  but  as  we  find 
some  new  need,  and  establish  a  commission, 
we  also  find  the  atrophy  of  commissions  that 
were  born  out  of  another  necessity  that  can 
be  abandoned. 

***** 

‘‘But  to  refuse  to  meet  a  new  need,  with 
imagination,  such  as  underlies  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  is  simply  not  to  give  proper  weight  to 
the  dynamic  character  of  this  Federal  system. 

‘‘I  see  no  escape  from  it.  In  other  words, 
the  alternative  of  doing  nothing  because  you 
do  not  want  to  yield  is  to  assume  that  we 
have  already  achieved  the  ideal.  But  we 
need  changes,  and  inaction  is  unthinkable 
with  America’s  genius  for  going  forward  in 
other  fields. 

‘‘One  trouble,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  we 
have  lagged  in  working  this  whole  political 
enterprise,  as  I  like  to  call  it.  People  in 
America  have  falsely  assumed  that  the  sys¬ 
tem,  being  what  Gladstone  said,  largely  will 
operate  itself. 

“And  we  have  given  so  much  of  our  intel¬ 
lectual  energies  in  America  to  other  fields — 
the  fields  of  business,  of  education,  and  of 
religious  institutionalism,  if  I  might  come 
into  another  field  that  has  demanded  some 
of  my  attention  in  recent  years,  as  the  chair¬ 
man  knows. 

“If  we  could  relate  these  energies  to  this 
problem  of  getting  people  to  recognize  their 
mutual  interests  and  to  be  less  rigid  in  their 
loyalties  to  local.  State,  and  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  so  they  see  the  higher  level  through 
imaginative  eyes,  if  we  could  pour  some  of 
their  righteousness  into  the  political  enter¬ 
prise  as  distinguished  from  the  valid  other 
loyalties  of  commerce,  and  so  on,  I  think  we 
would  be  meeting  the  demands  of  the  20th 
century,  because  man  is  a  political  creature 


5  H.  Rept.  2533,  85th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  p.  39. 


and  he  must  not  let  there  to  be  a  lag  in  this 
field.” 

Representative  Harold  C.  Ostertag,  who 
was  also  a  member  of  the  Kestnbaum  Com¬ 
mission,  in  voicing  his  support  countered 
the  arguments  which  might  be  raised 
against  creating  a  new  commission  in  this 
way: 

“Of  course,  with  any  of  these  proposals  we 
must  face  the  reaction  which  can  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  the  creation  of  another  commis¬ 
sion.  But  when  a  good  cause  is  to  be 
served,  as  in  this  case,  I  think  this  is  an 
obstacle  which  can  be  overcome  by  logical 
and  sound  explanations. 

“Certainly,  there  is  a  continuing  need  for 
machinery  in  our  governmental  structure  to 
provide  the  guidance  and  the  balance  essen¬ 
tial  to  strengthening  our  system  of  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  creation  of  a  continuing  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  in 
my  judgment,  makes  possible  such  machin¬ 
ery  and  provides  the  means  for  the  necessary 
followthrough  which  is  so  important  to  the 
very  objectives  we  seek.” 

Further  explaining  his  support  for  an  ad¬ 
visory  commission.  Representative  Ostertag 
said: 

Now,  on  the  former  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations,  the  so-called 
Kestnbaum  Commission,  we  concluded  ex¬ 
haustive  studies  in  a  great  many  areas  of 
intergovernmental  relations.  There  was  not 
agreement  on  all  of  our  findings  but  one 
thing  on  which  we  did  agree  was  that  there 
was  a  definite  need  for  continuous  study  and 
observation  of  intergovernmental  relations 
in  this  country.  Some  felt  that  this  could 
best  be  done  from  an  office  in  the  executive. 
Others  felt  that  a  broader  independent  com¬ 
mission  would  be  more  suitable  for  the  pur¬ 
pose.  So,  while  there  may  be  various 
vehicles  for  carrying  out  this  work,  I  feel 
that  the  bills  which  are  being  considered  by 
this  committee  are  a  step  in  the  right  direc¬ 
tion. 

“The  aims  of  the  Commission  which  is 
proposed  are  very  sound  and  worthy  of  at¬ 
tainment.  I  note  that  this  is  to  be  an  ad¬ 
visory  commission,  but  T  would  hope  that 
this  committee  would  consider  more  meas¬ 
ures  for  translating  the  advice  and  recom¬ 
mendations  of  such  an  advisory  commission 
into  concrete  results.” 

The  committee  heard  from  still  another 
former  member  of  the  Kestnbaum  Commis¬ 
sion,  former  Gov.  Sam  H.  Jones  of  Louisiana, 
who  wrote: 

“In  my  opinion  there  is  no  validity  to  the 
arguments  that  'this  is  just  another  com¬ 
mission’  and  ‘it  has  no  power  and  can  do 
nothing.’  The  wisest  thing  about  our  Fed¬ 
eral  system  is  that  each  level  of  government 
is,  within  limitations,  autonomous  within  its 
own  sphere.  It  is,  therefore,  within  the 
nature  of  our  system  that  no  one  level  can 
completely  dominate  the  other  two  levels. 
This  legal  situation  makes  an  advisory  com¬ 
mission  the  only  method  by  which  we  can 
tackle  and  ultimately  solve  the  accumulated 
and  constantly  increasing  problems  of  our 
three-level  system. 

“And  I  might  add  here  that,  whilst  the 
controversy  between  the  advocates  of  States 
rights  and  those  who  lean  toward  national 
control  is  very  real  and  highly  publicized, 
there  is  another  controversy  that  is  just  as 
determined.  I  refer  to  the  battle  that  is  now 
raging  between  the  advocates  of  State  con¬ 
trol  and  those  who  sponsor  wider  latitude 
for  municipal  and  county  governments.  This 
latter  controversy  is,  in  many  respects,  more 
difficult  than  the  former  because  local  gov¬ 
ernments  are  creatures  of  the  State;  while 
the  States  are  not  the  creatures  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Government.  It  is  much  more  im¬ 
portant,  therefore,  that  there  should  be 
brought  about  some  forum  for  the  discussion 


of  State-local  problems  than  for  the  discus¬ 
sion  of  national-State  problems. 

“The  proposed  Advisory  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  would  do  both.” 

Gov.  Herschel  C.  Loveless,  of  Iowa,  ex¬ 
plained  the  need  for  an  advisory  commission 
in  this  way  when  he  appeared  before  the 
joint  committees: 

"The  refinement  of  the  science  of  inter¬ 
governmental  relations,  I  am  firmly  con¬ 
vinced,  is  an  important  key  to  the  future 
success  of  Government  under  our‘  Federal 
system.  To  compete  with  totalitarian  na¬ 
tions,  who  command  certain  efficiencies, 
however  repugnant  their  philosophy  may  be 
to  us,  we  too  must  develop  new  methods  of 
obtaining  economy  and  efficiency  in  our 
democratic  system.  Studious  efforts  to  im¬ 
prove  coordination  and  eliminate  duplica¬ 
tions  between  the  levels  of  government,  both 
in  regulatory  functions  and  in  meeting  hu¬ 
man  needs,  will  I  am  convinced,  do  wonders 
toward  obtaining  these  results. 

“Of  course,  today,  as  heretofore  in  our 
democracy,  our  problem  is  a  dual  one.  We 
do  not  propose  to  sacrifice  any  of  our  basic 
liberties  under  the  Federal  system  in  our 
zeal  to  make  government  work  more  effi¬ 
ciently.  But,  as  I  have  stated  earlier,  I 
am  convinced  that  the  true  prerogatives  of 
State  and  local  government  can  best  be  pre¬ 
served  by  constant  study  and  reevaluation 
of  the  appropriate  roles  of  each  level  of  gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  complicated  pattern  of  in¬ 
tergovernmental  relations. 

“Additional  studies  performed  by  tem¬ 
porary  commissions  and  ad  hoc  committees 
cannot  do  the  job.  The  face  of  government 
changes,  too  rapidly.  A  permanent,  impar¬ 
tial  agency,  equipped  with  the  necessary  re¬ 
sources,  is  required  for  this  important  work. 
I  submit  to  you  that  the  proposed  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
is  the  logical  answer.” 

Gov.  G.  Mennen  Williams,  who  also  testi¬ 
fied  in  person  in  the  Joint  hearings,  said: 

“The  Advisory  Commission  would  make  a 
significant  contribution,  I  think,  if  it  were 
to  review  the  areas  of  coordinate  Federal  and 
State  responsibility  with  a  view  toward  rais¬ 
ing  those  unresolved  questions  of  jurisdiction 
and  responsibility  that  should  be  considered 
by  both  the  Federal  and  State  Governments. 

I  am  not  suggesting  any  specific  directions 
that  either  the  Federal  or  State  Governments 
should  take  but  rather  recommending  that 
this  important  series  of  problems  be  given 
the  kind  of  study  that  an  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  could  provide. 

***** 

“There  is  no  question  in  my  mind,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  whole  range  of  Federal  activity 
should  be  analyzed  constantly  with  a  view 
toward  relieving  it  of  those  responsibilities 
that  can  be  done  better  or  just  as  well  by  the 
States.  I  suggest  this  because  I  feel  that  the 
Federal  Government  should  be  strengthened 
in  its  capacity  to  do  those  things  which  it 
alone  can  do.  Specifically,  I  think  this  en¬ 
compasses  the  crucial  tasks  of  foreign  rela¬ 
tions,  national_seeurity,  and  economic  stabil¬ 
ity.  *  *  *  i  have  indicated  what  appear  to 
me  to  be  the  major  issues  confronting  the 
American  Federal-State  system.  Study  of 
these  issues  is  the  basic  reason  why  I  feel  the 
proposed  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  is  desirable  and 
should  be  established.  Therefore,  I  urge 
favorable  committee  consideration  for  H.R. 
6904  and  recommend  its  quick  enactment  by 
the  Congress.” 

Gov.  William  G.  Stratton,  of  Illinois,  wrote 
the  committee  that — 

“In  my  opinion,  the  creation  of  such  a 
permanent  commission  is  timely  and  nec¬ 
essary. 

“The  Federal  system  of  government  which 
is  so  precious  to  all  of  us  depends  in  es- 
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sence  on  cooperation  and  correlated  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  various  State  governments  and 
the  Federal  Government.  With’  the  explo¬ 
sive  growth  of  population  and  urbanization 
we  are  now  experiencing,  it  becomes  impera¬ 
tive  that  the  relationships  among  our  gov¬ 
ernments  must  be  harmonious. 

“A  permanent  commission  could  serve  as 
a  clearinghouse  for  the  various  studies  and 
investigations  which  are  being  made  of  the 
functions  and  responsibilities  of  our  govern¬ 
ments.  In  my  opinion,  such  a  commission 
would  not  overlap  any  of  the  work  now  be¬ 
ing  done,  including  that  of  the  Joint  Fed¬ 
eral-State  Action  Committee  in  which  the 
Governors’  conference  plays  an  important 
role.” 

Gov.  Luther  H.  Hodges,  of  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  expressed  his  view  of  the  Advisory 
Commission  in  this  manner: 

‘‘From  the  beginning  of  my  service  as 
Governor  of  North  Carolina,  I  have  had 
many  occasions  to  deal  with  vital  questions 
affecting  Federal-State  relations.  It  is  my 
present  privilege  to  serve  as  a  member  of 
the  Joint  Federal-State  Action  Committee 
(an  unofficial  group  of  State  and  Federal 
officials) ,  of  which  the  U.S.  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  and  the  Governor  of  Idaho  are  cur¬ 
rently  the  cochairmen.  In  my  capacity  as 
Governor  and  in  my  capacity  as  a  member 
of  this  Joint  Federal-State  Action  Commit¬ 
tee,  I  have  become  thoroughly  convinced 
that  there  is  a  strong  need  for  a  continu¬ 
ing  and  officially  recognized  advisory  agency 
to  give  concentrated  attention  to  Federal- 
State  problems. 

"Special  studies  in  this  area  such  as  was 
done  by  the  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  are  helpful  and  of  course 
the  special  attention  to  the  overall  problepa 
which  has  been  given  by  the  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  Subcommittee  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Government  Opera¬ 
tions  has  made  a  great  contribution  to  our 
understanding  in  this  area.  But  what  is 
needed  is  a  continuing  advisory  agency 
which  can  take  up  specific  selected  problems, 
work  out  specific  solutions,  and  provide  ade¬ 
quate  followup  to  see  that  proposed  action 
on  specific  problems  is  given  adequate  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  Federal  Government  and 
by  the  States.” 

Gov.  Foster  Furcolo,  of  Massachusetts, 
made  the  point  that — 

"It  is  important,  moreover,  that  the  pres¬ 
ent  Federal  grant-in-aid  formulas  be  sur¬ 
veyed  to  determine  whether  they  are  equi¬ 
table.  It  is  desirable,  too,  to  have  some 
source  of  clear  and  accurate  information  as 
to  the  Federal  grant  program  so  that  State 
officials  of  both  the  executive  and  legislative 
branches  of  government  will  have  a  clear  un¬ 
derstanding  of  Federal  programs.  Such  an 
understanding  is  vital  in  the  formulation  of 
policy  and  the  establishment  and  adminis¬ 
tration  of  programs  within  the  State.” 

Senator  Clifford  P.  Case,  of  New  Jersey, 
took  note  in  his  statement  of  the  effects  of 
the  growth  of  government  that  has  taken 
place  on  all  levels  over  the  past  few  decades : 

“The  interrelation  of  Federal,  State,  and 
local  governmental  units  brought  about  by 
this  growth  has  in  turn  created  problems  of 
its  own.  Our  Federal  system  has  had  to 
adjust  in  a  manner  undreamed  of  by  our 
Founding  Fathers.  Since  much  of  the  ex¬ 
pansion  in  government  has  been  on  an  ad 
hoc  basis,  it  is  perhaps  only  natural  that 
inefficiency  and  confusion  have  frequently 
accompanied  this  growth.  But  it  is  impera¬ 
tive,  for  the  future,  that  efforts  be  made  now 
to  insure  a  more  fruitful  cooperation  be¬ 
tween  the  various  levels  of  government.  The 
proliferation  of  grant-in-aid  programs  alone 
demands  continuing  study  and  evaluation. 
And  there  are  numerous  areas  of  Jurisdic¬ 
tional  conflict  which  should  receive  more 
attention,  particularly  in  relation  to  current 
growth  trends. 


"I  am  convinced  that  the  establishment  of 
a  permanent  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  would  do  much  in 
this  direction.  It  is  a  practical  idea  and 
one  that  could  result  in  concrete  suggestions 
for  the  improvement  of  our  Federal  system. 
By  bringing  together  officials  and  experts 
from  all  levels  of  government,  the  proposed 
Commission  can  foster  a  spirit  of  coopera¬ 
tion  and  understanding  which  is  so  essential 
to  a  proper  functioning  of  a  Federal  system, 
and  which  in  turn  could  pave  the  way  for 
significant  improvements  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  cooperative  programs. 

"More  than  ever,  we  need  a  group  of  this 
nature  to  study  the  continuing  impact  of  a 
growing  society  on  a  system  of  government 
that  was  originally  established  for  a  rural 
nation  of  only  3  million  people.  Thanks  to 
the  flexibility  of  our  Constitution,  we  have 
been  able  to  adjust  to  the  enormous  changes 
which  have  taken  place  since  that  time.  To-- 
day,  however,  we  live  in  an  age  in  which  the 
consequences  of  change  are  much  more  im¬ 
mediate  and  significant  than  they  were  170 
years  ago.  If  we  value  the  basic  outlines  of 
our  Federal  system,  with  its  balance  of  Na¬ 
tional  and  State  jurisdictions,  we  must  pay 
more  constant  attention  to  the  problems  as¬ 
sociated  with  intergovernmental  relations. 

"I  believe  that  the  proposed  Commission 
would  prove  a  valuable  and  necessary  service 
for  the  betterment  of  our  system  of  govern¬ 
ment.” 

Representative  Chester  W.  Bowles  of  Con¬ 
necticut  pointed  out  the  urgency  of  improv¬ 
ing  communication  between  the  levels  of 
government : 

“The  basic  problem,  as  both  the  Kestn- 
baum  Commission  and  this  subcommittee’s 
report  have  pointed  out,  is  one  of  communi¬ 
cations.  It  seems  impossible  in  this  day  and 
age  that  a  coordinated,  effective  means  of 
sharing  information  and  ideas  between  the 
Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  does 
not  exist,  but  unfortunately  this  is  the  case. 

"As  a  former  Governor  of  Connecticut,  who 
has  faced  the  confusion  and  inconsistencies 
of  the  present  situation  from  a  State  capitol, 
I  feel  very  strongly  that  the  proposed  Advi¬ 
sory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Re¬ 
lations  is  a  constructive,  forward  step  which 
is  long  overdue,  and  I  sincerely  hope  that 
favorable  action  on  this  proposal  can  be 
taken  soon.” 

Senator  Jacob  K.  Javits,  of  New  York,  em¬ 
phasized  the  pressing  need  for  systematic 
and  continuous  attention  to  Federal-State 
relations: 

“S.  2026,  which  would  establish  an  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 
deals  with  a  problem  which  has  perennially 
plagued  our  Federal  system,  and  which  has 
become  more  pervasive  and  more  acute  with 
the  increasing  role  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  in  our  society.  It  is  high  time  that 
the  entire  problem  of  relations  between  the 
States  and  the  Federal  Government  be  given 
systematic  and  sustained  attention  on  a 
broad  basis,  since  piecemeal  attack  on  the 
problems  of  conflict  of  jurisdiction  and  ad¬ 
ministration  between  them  has  proved  in¬ 
adequate.” 

Senator  Estes  Kefauver,  of  Tennessee, 
pointed  out  the  value  of  the  Commission  to 
the  committees  of  Congress: 

“In  its  broadest  sense,  S.  2026  would,  I 
believe,  help  tremendously  in  bringing  about 
a  better  understanding  of  mutual  problems 
among  officials  of  local,  State,  and  Federal 
Governments. 

“Such  an  intergovernmental  advisory  com¬ 
mission  as  S.  2026  proposes  would  also  be 
of  great  value  to  the  various  committees  of 
Congress  in  providing  a  broad  perspective 
of  the  total  picture  of  the  programs  which 
now  originate  in  many  committees  and  are 
directed  to  many  different  Jurisdictions. 
Coordination  of  tax  resources  is  still  another 


advantage  that  can  be  brought  about 
through  the  functions  of  the  proposed 
agency.” 

Representative  Silvio  O.  Conte,  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  noted  that  the  Commission  would 
be  of  particular  value  to  State  legislatures: 

“As  a  former  State  legislator,  having  served 
for  8  years  in  the  Massachusetts  State  Sen¬ 
ate,  I  am  particularly  aware  of  the  desirabil¬ 
ity  of  bringing  the  legislative  branch  of  State 
government  into  closer  contact  with  Federal 
officials  in  connection  with  intergovernmen¬ 
tal  matters.  I  note  with  satisfaction  that 
the  Advisory  Commission  would  facilitate 
this  objective  by  including  State  legislative 
representation  in  its  membership.  Our 
State  legislatures  are  desperately  in  need  of 
more  information  on  the  many  Federal  activ¬ 
ities  that  require  State  and  local  cooperation. 
Moreover,  I  believe  their  interest  in  these 
intergovernmental  activities  should  be  stim¬ 
ulated  well  in  advance  of  the  point  at  which 
the  Congress  takes  legislative  action  which, 
for  all  practical  purposes,  necessitates  State 
and  local  financial  and  administrative  par¬ 
ticipation.  A  permanent  Advisory  Commit¬ 
tee  should  provide  an  excellent  educational 
medium  for  developing  greater  State  legis¬ 
lative  interest  in  this  field.  Such  a  develop¬ 
ment,  I  believe,  would  be  extremely  helpful 
to  the  legislative  committees  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.” 

Senator  Winston  L.  Prouty,  of  Vermont, 
stressed  that  the  Commission  would  not  in¬ 
terfere  with  the  prerogatives  of  State  and 
local  government: 

“I  cosponsored  the  Senate  bill  under  con¬ 
sideration  only  after  satisfying  myself  that 
such  a  commission  as  the  bill  visualizes 
offers  no  threat  of  interference  with  State 
and  local  units  of  government.  The  people 
of  Vermont  have  always  placed  a  high  value 
on  their  rights  and  prerogatives  under  local 
units  of  government.  They  like  to  make 
their  own  plans  and  decisions  and  they  have 
not  usually  gone  out  of  their  way  to  wel¬ 
come  what  they  consider  outside  interfer¬ 
ence,  even  though  they  may  know  it  is  in¬ 
tended  to  be  helpful. 

“I  am  convinced  that  the  proposed  Ad¬ 
visory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  will  not  constitute  interference. 
On  the  contrary,  it  should  help  protect  the 
legitimate  interests  and  prerogatives  of 
State  and  local  governmental  units,  should 
help  eliminate  overlapping  of  operations, 
provide  useful  information,  and  increase 
efficiency. 

“In  addition,  such  a  commission  should 
prove  most  useful  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  through  assisting  Congress  in  assess¬ 
ing  local  opinion  on  intergovernmental 
problems,  through  smoothing  out  relation¬ 
ships  between  Federal  agencies  and  depart¬ 
ments  and  local  governments,  and  in  keep¬ 
ing  open  the  channels  of  communication 
among  the  various  levels  of  government.” 

Representative  Byron  L.  Johnson,  of 
Colorado,  pointed  out  several  areas  where 
intergovernmental  policies  tend  to  conflict: 

“Let  me  speak  first  to  the  powers  and 
duties  of  the  proposed  Commission.  As  the 
members  of  the  committee  know  very  well, 
there  are  a  number  of  areas  where  Federal, 
State,  and  local  interests  operate  less  than 
harmoniously.  First,  there  is,  for  example, 
the  question  of  the  right  of  each  level  of 
government  to  tax  property  owned  by  an¬ 
other  unit  and  level  of  government. 

“Second,  there  is  the  question  as  to 
whether  interest  on  the  debt  obligations  of 
one  level  of  government  can  properly  be 
taxed  by  another  as  part  of  income  taxes. 

"Third,  there  is  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  now 
being  made  by  some  Federal  agency  are  ade¬ 
quate  and  properly  related  to  the  impact 
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of  such  Federal  property  upon  local  taxing 
jurisdictions. 

*  •  *  »  • 

"Fourth,  there  Is  the  question  of  the  rea¬ 
sonableness  of  the  shared  receipts  and  reve¬ 
nues  on  certain  public  lands.  *  *  * 

*  *  •  '  *  • 

“Fifth,  there  are  questions  as  to  whether 
or  not  certain  taxes  act  as  trade  barriers, 
contrary  to  the  constitutional  intent. 

“Sixth,  there  is  a  very  sensitive  question 
of  the  rights  of  several  States  to  tax  the 
same  property  or  income,  because  the  Fed¬ 
eral  courts  have  taken  a  very  permissive  at¬ 
titude  toward  multiple  and  overlapping 
State  taxation.  Congress  and  the  Federal 
Government  could  do  much  under  the  Con¬ 
stitution  to  accomplish  substantial  uni¬ 
formity  in  State  laws  with  great  benefit  to 
American  businessmen  in  simplifying  their 
tax  compliance.  Such  improvements  need 
not  materially  reduce  State  revenues  but 
should  certainly  simplify  tax  administra¬ 
tion  and  enforcement. 

“One  of  the  hidden  areas  in  public  finance 
is  our  lack  of  knowledge  of  the  cost  of  com¬ 
pliance  upon  taxpayers  in  filling  out  the 
thousands  of  forms  that  they  are  required 
to  fill  out  for  the  thousands  of  taxing  juris¬ 
dictions  with  which  the  larger  corporations 
must  deal.  Many  taxpayers  are  plagued  by 
the  inconsistencies  and  complexities  of  the 
various  tax  jurisdictions  having  power  to 
tax  them. 

“Now,  these  questions  will  never  be  re¬ 
solved  if  we  wait  for  neighboring  States  to 
work  out  suitable  answers.  They  might  be 
resolved  by  having  a  Federal  commission 
conducting  continuing  research,  issuing  pub¬ 
lications,  and  holding  conferences  as  back¬ 
ground  for  appropriate  changes  in  law  at 
each  level. 

“Finally,  there  is  a  question  of  grants-in- 
aid,  which  is  specifically  provided  for  bv 
H.R.  6904.” 

Mayor  Frank  P.  Zeidler,  of  Milwaukee,  rep¬ 
resenting  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors, 
described  the  need  for  an  advisory  commis¬ 
sion  in  these  terms: 

“Bills  H.R.  6904  and  S.  2026,  I  believe, 
would  remedy  this  lack  of  formal  assembly 
to  gather  information  from  all  levels  of  gov¬ 
ernment  in  order  to  adjust  the  difficulties 
which  may  exist  between  these  levels.  It 
would  also  remedy  the  lack  of  sense  of  direc¬ 
tion  which  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments  have  as  to  where  each  one  is  going 
with  respect  to  each  other.  It  will  provide 
an  avenue  for  channeling  the  best  technical 
information  and  most  comprehensive  knowl¬ 
edge  that  is  now  possessed  by  experts  in  the 
United  States  in  the  science  of  government 
that  this  knowledge  may  be  able  to  improve 
the  inner  workings  of  government  in  the 
United  States." 

Mayor  Gordon  S.  Clinton,  of  Seattle,  testi¬ 
fying  for  the  American  Municipal  Associa¬ 
tion,  stated  that — “because  the  Commission 
proposed  recognizes  the  need  for  equitable, 
responsible,  and  knowledgeable  representa¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  all  levels  of  government 
*  *  *  we  feel  that  the  conclusions  reached  as  a 
result  of  its  deliberations  will  enjoy  con¬ 
siderable  acceptance  on  the  part  of  all  levels 
of  government  *  ♦  *. 

*  *  *  * 

“I  am  certain  that  we  can  effect  better 
intergovernmental  relationships,  that  we  can 
encourage  and  promote  realinement  of  func¬ 
tional  responsibilities  at  various  levels  of 
government,  that  we  can  do  some  within  the 
broad  framework  of  government  laid  down 
by  our  Constitution.  And,  in  so  doing  be 
secure  in  the  knowledge  that  our  democratic 
process  and  individual  freedoms  need  never 
be  violated  in  the  course  of  our  work.” 


Mr.  Saul  I.  Stern,  chairman  of  the  Mont¬ 
gomery  County  chapter  of  the  Maryland 
Municipal  League,  expressed  the  thinking  of 
a  public  official  familiar  with  the  problems 
of  small  urban  communities: 

“I  believe  that  those  of  you  who  have  been 
in  contact  wTith  State,  county,  and  municipal 
officials  can  agree  that  the  vast  majority  of 
these  elective  and  appointive  officials  are 
very  dedicated  and  devoted  public  servants. 
I  believe  a  great  many  of  the  problems,  a 
great  part  of  the  inaction,  arises  from  the 
fact  that  these  particular  officials  are  con¬ 
fused,  and  they  have  no  course  or  direction 
because  they  are  truly  bewildered  by  the 
complexities  of  our  population  and  physical 
growth.  And  of  course  all  of  us  who  are 
public  officials  are  staggered  by  the  spiraling 
costs  of  government.  We  wonder  where  the 
dollars  are  going  to  come  from  to  provide  the 
_  increased  demands  of  service  which  our 
population  is  insisting  upon.  And  I  think 
that  if  this  Commission  is  set  up — and  I  am 
most  hopeful  that  it  will  be — and  if  it  sits 
down  to  determine  the  roles,  functions, 
duties,  and  services  that  the  various  levels 
of  government  should  perform  in  light  of 
these  constantly  changing  conditions  im¬ 
posed  by  growth,  we  will  have  made  a  real 
step  forward  to  the  solution  of  the  financial 
as  well  as  a  good  many  of  our  other  prob¬ 
lems. 

“I  think  we  need  to  have  representatives  of 
the  Federal  Government  and  representatives 
of  the  State,  county,  and  municipal  govern¬ 
ments  sitting  down  and  discussing  these 
problems  together.  We  need,  however,  first 
of  all  to  determine  what  our  common  prob¬ 
lems  are.  *  *  * 

*  •  •  •  • 

If  our  Federal  system  is  to  be  workable,  if 
it  is  to  be  vital,  and  if  it  is  to  be  continued 
on  a  strong  and  firm  basis,  then  we  must 
have  this  sort  of  study.  But  we  must  have 
survival  of  all  systems  of  government.  It  is 
my  firm  belief  that  as  long  as  people  par¬ 
ticipate  in  government  at  all  levels  we  will 
have  a  very  strong,  vibrant,  and  a  really 
meaningful  democracy.  And  I  am  most 
hopeful  that  the  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  will  be  set  up  on  a  con¬ 
tinuing  basis.  I  think  it  should  be  estab¬ 
lished  now  and  should  be  placed  on  a  perma¬ 
nent  basis.” 

NATURE  OP  COMMISSION 

The  committee  views  the  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  as  a  political  innovation — a  new  type 
of  organization  designed  especially  to  cope 
with  the  changing  problems  encountered  in 
our  Federal  form  of  government.  It  will  be 
a  genuine  interlevel  body,  not  an  agency 
dominated  or  controlled  by  any  one  level  of 
government. 

In  providing  for  the  appointment  of  Com¬ 
mission  members,  the  committee  has  sought 
to  assure  the  selection  of  persons  possessing 
special  knowledge  and  qualifications  in  this 
field.  Thus,  the  committee  favors  the  par¬ 
ticipation  of  the  designated  organizations 
in  the  selection  of  State  and  local  members 
since  these  organizations  are  well  equipped 
to  recommend  outstanding  individuals  from 
their  respective  levels  of  government.  How¬ 
ever,  the  committee  also  favors  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  members  from  panels  as  proposed  in 
H.R.  6904,  as  amended,  because  it  believes  the 
President  is  in  the  best  position  to  weigh 
such  considerations  as  the  geographic  areas 
and  the  type  of  communities  represented  so 
as  to  produce  a  well-balanced  advisory  body. 

Similarly,  the  committee  believes  that  the 
President  is  best  situated  to  designate  the 
Chairman  and  Vice  Chairman,  who  should 
possess  outstanding  qualifications  for  these 
assignments  and  a  reputation  for  objectivity 
which  will  make  them  generally  acceptable 
to  all  levels  of  government. 


The  committee  studied  two  other  proposals 
for  the  appointment  of  Commission  mem¬ 
bers.  It  was  proposed,  on  the  one  hand,  that 
the  State  and  local  organizations  directly 
appoint  representatives  to  the  Commission, 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  selection  of 
members  be  left  completely  to  the  discretion 
of  the  President.  Neither  of  these  proposals 
is  believed  as  desirable  as  the  procedure  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  committee. 

It  is  the  committee’s  intent  that  the  des¬ 
ignated  organizations  will  take  geographic 
considerations  into  account  in  selecting  the 
panels.  Further,  the  committee  is  confident 
that  the  President  and  these  organizations 
will  work  together  for  the  purpose  of  achiev¬ 
ing  an  objective  and  geographically  balanced 
body. 

It  is  the  committee’s  expectation  that 
members  will  come  to  the  Commission  with 
open  minds  and  with  the  intention  of 
working  toward  the  ultimate  goal  of  respon¬ 
sible  and  effective  government  at  all  levels 
of  our  Federal  system.  In  this  connection, 
the  committee  also  believes  that  the  mem¬ 
bers  will  not  regard  themselves  as  pri¬ 
marily  representatives  of  any  particular 
group,  level  of  government,  or  geographic 
area  for  the  advancement  of  a  special  point 
of  view.  It  is  intended  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  will  not  urge  a  Federal  solution  simply 
because  Federal  action  appears  the  easiest 
course.  It  is  rather  intended  that  it  will 
encourage  the  assumption  of  responsibility 
by  the  appropriate  level  or  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  any  given  problem. 

It  is  the  committee’s  expectation  that  the 
Commission  will  establish  working  subcom¬ 
mittees  which  wall  give  intensive  and  con¬ 
tinuing  study  to  important  problems  of  con¬ 
cern  to  the  Commission  as  a  whole. 

The  committee  is  hopeful  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  will  function  as  a  coordinating  cen¬ 
ter  for  the  study  of  intergovernmental  re¬ 
lations  and  will  encourage  and  stimulate  at¬ 
tention  to  the  problems  in  this  field  not 
only  on  the  part  of  government  but  by  the 
universities  and  private  foundations  as  well. 

_  COOPERATION  OF  THE  STATES 

Consideration  was  given  to  the  States 
contributing  a  portion  of  the  Commission’s 
operating  expenses.  While  the  committee 
believes  joint  Federal -State  financial  support 
is  desirable  in  principle,  considerable  doubt 
has  been  raised  as  to  the  practicability  of 
such  an  arrangement.  In  order  to  avoid 
handicapping  the  Commission,  the  commit¬ 
tee  believes  it  advisable  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  operating  expenses  be  paid  for  the 
present  wholly  from  Federal  funds. 

However,  the  committee  is  of  the  opinion 
that  the  States  should  and  will  wish  to  con¬ 
tribute  indirectly  to  the  Commission’s  sup¬ 
port  by  furnishing  staff  assistance  to  the 
Commission  and  to  its  working  committees. 

It  is  expected  that  the  State  and  local 
governments,  collectively  through  their  re¬ 
spective  organizations,  and  individually 
where  feasible,  will  cooperate -actively  with 
the  Commission  in  the  collection  and  anal¬ 
ysis  of  State  and  local  research  data  and  by 
the  assignment,  when  needed,  of  appropriate 
personnel  to  assist  in  the  conduct  of  specific 
research  projects. 

CONCLUSION 

Upon  recommendation  of  the  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  Subcommittee,  the  full 
committee  favorably  reports  H.R.  6904,  with 
amendments,  to  establish  an  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  the  partic¬ 
ular  organizational  features  provided  by  this 
bill  may  require  adjustment  from  time  to 
time  in  response  to  experience  and  changing 
conditions.  For  the  present,  however,  the 
committee  is  satisfied  that  the  bill,  as 
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amended,  represents  a  sound  and  carefully 
planned  method  of  accomplishing  the  im¬ 
portant  objectives  intended  for  the  Com¬ 
mission. 

The  committee  adopted  five  principal 
amendments  of  H.R.  6904  to  incorporate 
recommendations  made  by  witnesses  in  the 
joint  hearings  and  by  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget.  These  amendments 
are:  (1)  An  elaboration  of  the  declaration 
of  purpose  to  clarify  and  make  more  explicit 
the  breadth  of  the  Commission’s  respon¬ 
sibilities  (sec.  2(6),  (7));  (2)  enlargement 
of  the  membership  of  the  Commission  from 
24  to  25  members,  to  provide  greater  repre¬ 
sentation  for  county  government  (sec.  3(a) )  ; 
(3)  enlargement  of  the  size  of  the  panels  to 
be  submitted  to  the  President  by  the  several 
State  and  local  organizations  for  the  ap¬ 
pointment  of  Commission  members,  in  order 
to  afford  the  President  greater  flexibility  in 
the  appointments  (sec.  3  (a),  (4),  (5),  (6), 
(7));  (4)  increase  the  number  of  members 
from  county  government  from  one  to  two 
(sec.  3  (a),  (7));  (5)  provision  for  designa¬ 
tion  of  the  Chairman  and  Vice  Chairman  of 
the  Commission  by  the  President  from  among 
members  of  the  Commission  (sec.  4(b)). 

In  addition,  the  committee  adopted  a 
number  of  technical  perfecting  amendments. 


i  Not  more  than  1  from  any  1  State. 

Chronology  of  Events  Connected  With  H.R. 

6904 

August  1955:  Kestnbaum  Commission  re¬ 
port  referred  to  subcommittee. 

December  1955:  Questionnaire  on  inter¬ 
governmental  relations  sent  to  State  and 
local  governments. 

January  1956:  Questionnaire  sent  to  all 
Federal  departments  and  agencies. 

August  1956:  Staff  report  on  replies  from 
Federal  agencies  to  questionnaire. 

June  1957:  Replies  from  State  and  local 
governments  to  questionnaire  (sixth  report 
by  committee;  H.  Rept.  No.  575) . 

July  29-31,  1957:  Hearings  for  planning 
regional  hearings. 

September  30-December  11,  1957:  Regional 
hearings  (Boston,  New  York,  Chicago,  Kan¬ 
sas  City,  Denver,  San  Francisco,  New  Orleans, 
Raleigh) . 

November  21-22,  1957:  Hearing  on  Dade 
County  (Fla.)  metropolitan  government. 

February  18,  1958:  Hearing,  Joint  Federal- 
State  Action  Committee. 

February  24-25,  1958:  Hearings,  nongov¬ 
ernmental  organizations  and  individuals. 

March  26-27;  April  2,  30;  May  7-8,  and 
June  19,  1958 :.  Hearings,  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies. 

August  8,  1958:  Thirtieth  report  by  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations  (H.R. 
2633),  “Federal  Grants-in-Aid.” 

May  6,  1959:  H.R.  6904  introduced  by  Rep¬ 
resentative  Fountain  and  HPt.  6905  by  Rep¬ 
resentative  Dwyer  (after  informal  discus¬ 
sion  with  Governors  and  municipal  and 
county  organizations). 

No.  140 - 19 


Additional  Views  of  Hon.  Clare  E. 

Hoffman 

H.R.  6904  is  an  outgrowth  of  the  30th  re¬ 
port  by  the  Committee  on  Government  Op¬ 
erations  in  the  85th  Congress.  Among  the 
findings  of  that  report — a  report  in  which 
I  concurred — was  one  to  the  effect  that  there 
was  generally  favorable  acceptance  through¬ 
out  the  Nation  of  the  grant-in-aid  princi¬ 
ple  and  most  existing  grant  programs. 

However,  throughout  the  hearings  upon 
which  the  report  was  based,  it  became  ap¬ 
parent  that  the  tangled  web  of  intergovern¬ 
mental  relationships,  in  a  complex  which  en¬ 
compasses  echelons  ranging  from  the  local  to 
the  national,  was  sorely  in  need  of  continu¬ 
ing  review  and  coordination. 

While  I  am  basically  opposed  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  continually  increasing  its 
authority  and  activities,  especially  those 
which  should  and  can  be  performed  by  the 
States  and  the  municipalities,  inasmuch  as 
that  tendency  will  continue,  we  certainly 
must  seek  means  to  make  the  spending  and 
the  controls  as  efficient  and  economical  as 
possible. 

Perhaps  the  creation  of  a  commission  such 
as  that  provided  for  in  the  bill  will  tend  to 
bring  about  those  objectives — that  is,  less 
spending,  less  waste,  greater  efficiency. 

Clare  E.  Hoffman. 


June  16,  17,  19,  and  22,  1959:  Joint  hear¬ 
ings  held  by  Subcommittee  and  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations  on  H.R. 
6904,  H.R.  6905,  and  S.  2026.  (Testimony  in¬ 
vited  by  letter  from  every  Member  of  House, 
every  Governor,  all  members  of  State  legis¬ 
latures  who  testified  in  regional  hearings, 
Governors’  Conference,  American  Municipal 
Association,  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors,  and 
the  National  Association  of  County  Officials. 
All  other  interested  organizations  and  per¬ 
sons  invited  to  testify  or  submit  statements 
through  press  release  printed  in  Congres¬ 
sional  Record.) 

July  22,  1959 :  H.R.  6904  with  amendments 
unanimously  reported  by  subcommittee. 

July  31,  1959:  H.R.  6904  with  amendments 
unanimously  reported  by  Committee  on 
Government  Operations. 

August  5,  1959:  Enactment  of  H.R.  6904 
and  S.  2026  urged  by  unanimous  resolution 
adopted  by  annual  Governors’  Conference 
(San  Juan,  P.R.).  (Similar  resolutions 
adopted  earlier  by  American  Municipal  As¬ 
sociation,  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors,  Na¬ 
tional  Association  of  County  Officials,  Massa¬ 
chusetts  State  Senate,  etc.) . 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Did  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  recommend  this  type  of  commis¬ 
sion  be  established? 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  The  first  Hoover 
Commission  did,  10  years  ago. 


Mr.  MEADER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mrs.  Dwyer]. 

Mrs.  DWYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a 
pleasure  to  associate  myself  with  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina,  the  chairman  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 
in  support  of  the  bill  (H.R.  6904)  to 
create  a  permanent,  bipartisan  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions. 

The  record  should  show  that  the  legis¬ 
lation  has  had  broad  bipartisan  backing 
from  its  inception  as  a  principal  recom¬ 
mendation  in  the  report  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  last  year.  The  bill  before  the 
House  today  is  the  product  of  identical 
bills  introduced  together  by  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  chairman  and  the  ranking 
minority  member.  The  joint  House- 
Senate  hearings  were  also  conducted  in 
this  bipartisan  spirit,  and  the  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  bill  were  discussed  together 
and  unanimously  agreed  upon  by  the 
sponsor. 

The  idea  of  an  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  was  rec¬ 
ommended  10  years  ago  by  the  first 
Hoover  Commission,  and  the  subsequent 
experience  of  the  Kestnbaum  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations — 
which  was  a  temporary  study  group — 
confirmed  the  need  for  a  continuing 
body  in  this  increasingly  complex  field. 

Mr.  Kestnbaum,  a  special  advisor  to 
the  President  on  problems  of  intergov¬ 
ernmental  relations,  stated  his  view  of 
this  legislation  as  follows: 

I  should  like  to  go  on  record  as  saying 
that  the  idea  of  a  commission  that  will  give 
the  President  and  the  Congress  the  benefit 
of  careful  incisive  research  and  examination 
of  the  many  problems  that  face  us  in  this 
area  is  sound,  and  that  it  can  fulfill  a  very 
important  and  useful  function. 

From  his  lengthy  experience  in  gov¬ 
ernment,  Governor  Stratton,  of  Illinois, 
endorsed  the  Advisory  Comission  as,  and 
I  quote,  “timely  and  necessary.”  He 
went  on  to  say  this : 

The  Federal  system  of  government  which 
is  so  precious  to  all  of  us  depends  in  essence 
on  cooperation  and  correlated  activities  of 
the  various  State  governments  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  With  the  explosive  growth 
of  population  and  urbanization  we  are  now 
experiencing,  it  becomes  imperative  that  the 
relationship  among  our  governments  must 
be  harmonious. 

These  informed  views  are  typical  of 
those  expressed  at  the  hearings.  Al¬ 
though  testimony  was  received  from  per¬ 
sons  of  all  political  persuasions  and  from 
varied  economic  and  geographical  back¬ 
grounds,  support  for  an  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  was  virtually  unanimous. 

The  Advisory  Commission  represents  a 
modest  but  important  attempt  to  in¬ 
crease  a  sense  of  responsibility  for  poli¬ 
tics,  for  self-government,  in  the  field  of 
Federal-State-local  relations.  We  be¬ 
lieve  it  will  help  make  our  Federal  system 
of  government  a  more  effective  instru¬ 
ment  of  government  in  times  that  are 
infinitely  more  complex  than  when  our 
forefathers  established  it. 

Much  has  been  made  of  the  fact  that 
our  political  institutions  have  not  kept 
abreast  of  the  earth-shaking  advances 
in  science  and  engineering,  advances  that 


Analysis  of  composition  of  advisory  commission 


25  members 


How  appointed 


Political  affiliation 


3  Representatives - 

3  Senators _ _ 

3  officers  of  executive  branch-  _ 
3  private  citizens 


4  Governors _ 

3  State  legislators  K 


4  mayors  1 


2  elected  comity  officers  1 


Speaker  of  House _ _ 

President  of  Senate . . . . . 

President _ _ _ — . 

.do . . . - . 

President  from  panel  of  at  least  8  submitted  by 
Governors’  Conference. 

President  from  panel  of  at  least  6  sumbitted  by 
Board  of  Managers  of  Council  of  State 
Governments. 

President  from  panel  of  at  least  8  submitted 
jointly  by  American  Municipal  Association 
and  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  (at  least  2 
from  cities  under  500,000) . 

President  from  panel  of  at  least  4  submitted  by 
N ational  Association  of  County  Officials. 


2  majority,  1  minority. 

Do. 

None  specified. 

Without  regard  to  political  affilia¬ 
tion. 

Not  more  than  2  from  any  1  politi¬ 
cal  party. 

Not  more  than  2  from  any  1  politi¬ 
cal  party. 

Not  more  than  2  from  any  1  politi¬ 
cal  party. 


Not  more  than  1  from  any  1  politi¬ 
cal  party. 
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have  created  almost  insoluble  problems 
along  with  the  benefits  they  have  made 
possible.  These  problems — of  transpor¬ 
tation  and  the  use  of  natural  resources, 
for  instance,  and  the  accompanying  fis¬ 
cal  and  social  implications — are  today 
plaguing  our  people  at  every  level  of  gov¬ 
ernment.  These  problems  involve  them 
all,  they  are  interrelated  with  others. 
Yet,  today,  there  is  no  existing  machin¬ 
ery  whereby  such  problems  can  be  seen 
and  understood  in  the  perspective  of  Fed- 
eral-State-local  relations,  the  context 
in  which  they  exist  and  in  which  they 
must  be  solved. 

The  Advisory  Commission  would  help 
fill  this  gap  in  our  political  system.  It 
would  be  composed  of  men  and  women 
who  know  what  the  problems  are,  who 
daily  are  faced  with  the  lack  of  sufficient 
information,  who  understand — because 
they  have  been  hampered  by  them — the 
barriers  to  necessary  cooperation  with 
other  levels  of  government,  and  who 
have  practical  ideas  of  how  best  their 
own  governments  can  be  helped  to  do 
their  essential  work. 

The  Advisory  Commission  would  be 
established  neither  to  expand  the  use  of 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  nor  to 
restrict  them.  Its  purpose  would  be  to 
improve  them :  by  better  planning  based 
on  hitherto  unavailable  information  and 
data;  by  a  wider,  more  timely  exchange 
of  information  among  affected  govern¬ 
mental  units;  by  more  consistent  defini¬ 
tion  of  the  purposes  and  limitations  of 
grants-in-aid ;  by  utilizing  available  ex¬ 
perience  to  determine  the  most  effective 
criteria,  standards,  and  principles  to 
govern  the  operation  and  discontinuance 
of  specific  grant  programs. 

It  is  generally  accepted  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  grant  method  of  cooperating  with 
State  and  local  governments  has 
achieved  a  great  deal  of  good. 

The  time  has  come  to  establish  a  con¬ 
tinuing  means  whereby  grants-in-aid 
can  be  made  to  accomplish  their  pur¬ 
poses  with  maximum  effectiveness  and 
efficiency  and  at  minimum  expense  and 
interference. 

This  is  an  entirely  new  undertaking. 
No  other  agency  of  government  resem¬ 
bles  it.  It  is  frankly  experimental,  but 
I  believe  it  is  well  worth  the  effort  we 
make  for  it.  It  will  not  cost  much,  and 
there  is  no  danger  that  it  will  be  tempted 
to  grow  and  expand  like  so  many  bu¬ 
reaucracies  have  in  the  past  because  this 
will  be  an  informing  group,  instead  of 
one  with  administrative  and  action-type 
responsibilities. 

A  great  deal  of  good,  I  think,  can  be 
expected  from  this  project.  It  is  really 
a  matter  of  self-help,  a  means  of  allow¬ 
ing  representatives  from  all  levels  of 
government  to  help  work  out  their  own 
problems  and  improve  mutual  under¬ 
standing  and  .cooperation. 

(Mrs.  DYWER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MEADER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Michel]. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  normally 
I  would  find  myself  in  opposition  to  the 
establishment  of  any  new  bureau  or 


commission.  And  I  suspect  I  would  be 
opposed  to  the  establishment  of  this 
Commission  had  it  not  been  for  my  hav¬ 
ing  served  on  the  subcommittee  with  the 
very  able  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina,  and  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  New  Jersey.  [Mrs.  Dwyer] 
in  the  85th  Congress.  And  may  I  take 
this  opportunity  to  pay  a  special  tribute 
to  both'  of  them  for  their  diligence  and 
untiring  efforts  in  developing  this  legis¬ 
lation.  The  subcommittee  has  worked 
hard  and  long  listening  to  witnesses 
from  one  end  of  the  country  to  the  other 
and  this  bill  is  the  culmination  of  the 
subcommittee’s  efforts. 

In  my  testimony  before  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  I  dwelt  on  several  facets  of  this 
legislation.  One  was  the  composition  of 
the  Commission,  for  I  thought  it  very 
important  particularly  to  those  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  body  who,  like  myself,  have 
some  very  strong  feelings  relative  to 
whether  or  not  we  think  this  should  be  a 
big,  strong  central  government  or 
whether  we  regard  it  more  or  less  a  loose 
confederation  of  States.  And  those  of 
us  who  have  the  strong  feelings  about 
States  rights  would  certainly  be  very 
interested  in  whom  the  President  ap¬ 
points  to  serve  on  this  Commission.  I 
am  happy  to  note  in  the  legislation  that, 
as  the  chairman  has  pointed  out,  this  is 
one  Commission  that  certainly  will  not 
be  another  federally  dominated  Com¬ 
mission,  for  the  while  the  President  ap¬ 
points  six  members,  three  from  the  exec¬ 
utive  branch  and  three  at  large,  there  are 
four  Governors  who  serve,  three  State 
legislators,  four  mayors — incidentally 
two  of  them  must  come  from  cities  whose 
population  is  less  than  500,000— and 
two  county  officials.  So  in  a  sense, 
aside  from  the  three  members  who 
would  serve  from  this  body  and  the 
three  members  who  would  serve  from 
the  other  body,  it  is  pretty  evenly  divided 
between  Federal,  State  and  local  levels 
of  government.  I  think  that  is  very 
important. 

When  I  testified  before  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  it  was  my  considered  opinion  that 
there  would  be  two  principal  problems 
with  which  the  Commission  would  have 
to  deal  in  this  present  day.  One  is  the 
competition  of  revenues  between  the 
various  levels  of  government  and,  two, 
our  explosive  population  growth.  I  am 
happy  to  see  again  in  the  legislation  that 
on  page  3,  paragraph  (7),  the  original 
bill  was  amended  to  include  the  pro¬ 
vision; 

(7)  recommend  methods  of  coordinating 
and  simplifying  tax  laws  and  administra¬ 
tive  practices  to  achieve  a  more  orderly  and 
less  competitive  fiscal  relationship  between 
the  levels  of  government  and  to  reduce  the 
burden  of  compliance  for  taxpayers. 

I  think  this  is  a  very  important  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  some  might  question  our 
establishing  a  permanent  advisory  com¬ 
mission  rather  than  one  on  a  temporary 
basis.  May  I  point  out  again,  if  I  may, 
the  example  cited  during  the  course  of 
the  hearings,  relative  to  the  deficiency 
of  the  highway  trust  fund.  We  find  the 
President  now  proposing  a  tax  increase 
the  necessity  for  which  was  not  foreseen 


or  envisioned  when  the  highway  con¬ 
struction  program  was  originally  en¬ 
acted.  Now  we  see  because  of  the  au¬ 
thorized  increased  highway  construction 
going  on  throughout  the  country  the 
trust  fund  is  deficient.  How  much  better 
it  would  have  been  if  this  commissiop 
had  been  organized  so  that  the  President 
could  have  called  upon  the  mayors  and 
Governors  and  county  officials  and  asked 
for  their  advice  relative  to  the  further 
financing  of  this  program,  for  here  is 
where  it  seems  to  me  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  encroaching  upon  areas  where 
the  State  and  local  governments  have  a 
primary  call  for  revenue.  I  think  this 
would  be  one  specific  example  where 
the  advisory  commission  might  have 
been  brought  into  play  and  might  have 
given  the  President  some  good  advice. 
Times  are  changing  so  rapidly  that  we 
cannot  expect  to  keep  up  with  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  intergovernmental  relations  un¬ 
less  there  is  a  permanent  commission  in 
being  that  pan  be  convened  on  short 
notice.  I  believe  it  can  serve  a  very  use¬ 
ful  purpose  although  admittedly  we  must 
make  certain  that  those  serving  on  the 
commission.do  not  stray  from  our  inten¬ 
tion  that  they  “recommend,  within 
the  framework  of  the  Constitution,  the 
most  desirable  allocation  of  govern¬ 
mental  functions,  responsibilities,  and 
revenues  among  the  several  levels  of 
government.” 

Mr.  MEADER.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  stated, 
this  bill,  H.R.  6904,  was  reported  unani¬ 
mously  by  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations.  However,  there  is  one 
aspect  of  it  with  which  I  am  not  pleased, 
the  fact  that  there  is  no  termination 
date  for  the  Commission.  If  the  Com¬ 
mission  is  doing  a  useful  job,  its  life,  of 
course,  can  be  extended.  Despite  that 
objection,  I  did  not  oppose  the  bill  in 
committee. 

But  I  want  to  call  to  the  attention  of 
the  House  another  aspect  of  the  situa¬ 
tion.  We  have  two  Subcommittees  on 
Government  Operations  which  have  han¬ 
dled  legislation  of  this  kind.  One  is 
the  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  and  the  other,  a  Subcommittee 
on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorgani¬ 
zation  which  reported  out  a  week  later 
a  bill,  H.R.  7465,  to  establish  a  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Metropolitan  Problems.  Look  at 
the  purposes  of  these  two  commissions. 
No  one  can  avoid  coming  to  the  conclu¬ 
sion  that  there  is  a  conflict  between 
them.  The  minority,  the  Republicans 
on  the  committee,  with  some  aid  from 
the  other  side,  objected  to  our  com¬ 
mittee  bringing  two  commissions  to 
this  House  for  approval  at  the  same 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations,  as  you  know,  is 
charged  with  the  duty  of  studying  the 
economy  and  efficiency  of  operations  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  including  elimination  of  duplica¬ 
tion  and  waste.  Yet  this  committee 
brings  out  bills  to  create  two  commis¬ 
sions  to  do  the  job  of  one. 

I  would  have  preferred  that  this  bill 
was  not  before  us  under  suspension  of 
the  rules.  If  it  were  open  to  an  amend- 
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ment,  we  could  say  clearly  that  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  Advisory  Commission  to  study 
metropolitan  problems.  Certainly  that 
is  one  of  the  fields  in  which  the  Federal 
Government,  with  the  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  does  affect  municipalities.  I  cer¬ 
tainly  hope  when  the  other  bill  comes 
to  the  House  we  will  have  more  judg¬ 
ment  here  than  we  did  in  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operations,  and  that  the 
House  will  not  create  two  commissions 
where  one  can  do  the  job. 

Mr.  HARDY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MEADER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARDY.  I  think  the  gentleman 
has  made  a  valid  point.  Certainly  the 
Commission  created  by  this  bill  has  the 
authority  to  go  into  this  whole  metro¬ 
politan  problem.  It  might  well  make 
that  a  major  function.  Of  course,  the 
question  of  competent  staff  personnel  is 
important  in  this  as  well  as  in  other 
phases  of  the  commission’s  responsibil¬ 
ities  but  surely  adequate  competent  and 
experienced  people  can  be  found. 

Mr.  MEADER.  I  certainly  think  so. 
It  would  be  worse  if  we  allowed  two 
commissions  to  operate  in  the  same  field 
simply  because  it  very  well  might  be  that 
they  would  have  conflicting  views  on 
what  ought  to  be  done.  There  either 
would  be  conflicts  or  the  two  commis¬ 
sions  would  have  to  establish  liaison 
staffs  and  procedures  to  coordinate  their 
activities  and  their  views,  all  of  which 
involves  costly  delay. 

Mr.  MEADER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Gross]. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sur¬ 
prised  that  this  country  has  grown  as 
great  as  it  has  without  a  commission  to 
coordinate  relations  between  the  States, 
municipalities,  and  Federal  Government. 

Here  you  are  embarking  upon  another 
expensive  commission  in  government, 
and  I  am  opposed  to  it. 

With  respect"  to  the  cost  of  this  bill 
we  have  heard  nothing  so  far  as  I  know. 
I  tried  to  listen  to  all  of  the  debate,  but 
I  do  not  believe  a  word  has  been  said 
or  an  estimate  given  of  how  much  this 
Commission  is  going  to  cost.  I  note  that 
on  page  7  the  bill  states  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  shall  have  the  power  to  appoint 
a  staff  director,  and  then  on  page  8  it 
states  that  no  individual  employed  in 
the  service  of  the  Commission  shall  be 
paid  compensation  for  such  employment 
at  a  rate  in  excess  of  $20,000  per  annum. 

That  means  the  staff  director  will  be 
paid  $20,000  a  year,  and  the  staff  direc¬ 
tor,  in  turn,  can  appoint  and  fix  the 
compensation  of  the  personnel.  How 
many? 

How  expensive  a  commission  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  set  up  here?  We  hear  noth¬ 
ing.  It  could  be  anything.  Then  we  get 
into  the  question  of  allowances  and  ex¬ 
penses — allowances  for  members  of  the 
Commission.  How  much?  This  is  going 
to  be  a  big  Commission.  Will  some 
Member  advise  me  whether  the  Commis¬ 
sion  members  are  to  be  paid  $50  per  diem, 


plus  expense  money,  transportation,  and 
so  forth? 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  It  is  $50  per  diem 
only  for  those  few  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  who  are  not  employed  as  full¬ 
time  salaried  officers  of  Federal,  State, 
and  local  governments. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  kind  of  a  contri¬ 
bution  are  the  States  going  to  make  to 
this? 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  I  am  glad  the  gen¬ 
tleman  asked  that  question.  I  person¬ 
ally  was  one  of  those  who  felt  that  the 
States  should  contribute  financially  to 
the  operation  of  this  Commission,  inas¬ 
much  as  the  States  and  their  local 
governments  would  be  represented. 
However,  it  was  found  that  there  is  a 
practical  problem  in  that  in  almost 
every  State  the  legislature  would  have 
to  provide  a  special  appropriation  for 
the  Commission.  Because  of  this  diffi¬ 
culty,  we  decided  not  to  insist  upon 
State  financial  participation. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  would  not  have 
been  any  injurious  burden  on  the  States 
if  they  were  required  to  appropriate 
some  money  to  help  take  care  of  this. 

The  U.S.  Treasury  is  not  exactly  bot¬ 
tomless,  you  know. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  I  quite  agree  with 
the  gentleman. 

I  might  read  the  gentleman  a  few  per¬ 
tinent  paragraphs  from  page  15  of  the 
committee’s  report  on  the  bill: 

Consideration  was  given  to  the  States  con¬ 
tributing  a  portion  of  the  Commission’s  oper¬ 
ating  expenses.  While  the  committee  be¬ 
lieves  joint  Federal-State  financial  support 
is  desirable  in  principle,  considerable  doubt 
has  been  raised  as  to  the  practicability  of 
such  an  arrangement.  In  order  to  avoid 
handicapping  the  Commission,  the  commit¬ 
tee  believes  it  advisable  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  operating  expenses  be  paid  for  the 
present  wholly  from  Federal  funds. 

However,  the  committee  is  of  the  opinion 
that  the  States  should  and  will  wish  to  con¬ 
tribute  indirectly  to  the  Commission’s  sup¬ 
port  by  furnishing  staff  assistance  to  the 
Commission  and  to  its  working  committees. 

It  is  expected  that  the  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments,  collectively  through  their  respec¬ 
tive  organizations,  and  individually  where 
feasible,  will  cooperate  actively  with  the 
Commission  in  the  collection  and  analysis 
of  State  and  local  research  data  and  by  the 
assignment,  when  needed,  of  appropriate 
personnel  to  assist  in  the  conduct  of  specific 
research  projects. 

Instead  of  creating  new  commissions, 
Congress  ought  to  be  abolishing  commis¬ 
sions. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Because  of  limita¬ 
tions  of  time  I  did  not  at  the  outset  go 
into  this,  but  I  have  made  a  very  careful 
study  of  the  possible  cost.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  the  total  operating  expense, 
excluding  rent  and  the  acquisition  of 
permanent  office  equipment,  would  be 
approximately  $179,000  a  year.  And  my 
studies  show  that  this  amount  would  be 
adequate  for  a  continuing  commission  of 
the  type  contemplated  by  this  bill. 


Mr.  GROSS.  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  I  am  opposed  to  this  bill.  I  do 
not  know  whether  there  will  be  a  record 
vote,  but  I  want  the  record  to  show  that 
I  am  opposed  to  it. 

Mr.  MEADER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Hoffman!. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  think  1  minute  will  be 
enough.  It  is  heartbreaking  to  disagree 
with  members  of  my  party,  especially 
when  there  are  only  two  of  us,  but  I  can¬ 
not  go  along  with  my  brother  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Gross]  on  this  one.  I  am  as  op¬ 
posed  to  this  business  of  setting  up  a  new 
commission  with  a  lot  of  employees  just 
as  much  as  he  is ;  nevertheless,  it  seems 
we  will  be  forced  to  do  something  about 
the  spending  of  billions  of  dollars.  It 
will  be  another  case- of  the  commission  we 
set  up  in  1947  and  1948  when  we  spent  a 
lot  of  time  and  money  trying  to  unify  the 
various  branches  of  the  qrmed  services. 
That  is  what  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Meader]  tried  to  point  out. 
That  is,  we  are  now  trying  to  prevent  the 
setting  up  of  two  instead  of  one  new 
agency  to  check  on  certain  activities. 
That  is  what  we  are  trying  to  do  today. 
I  am  opposed  to  even  one  but  if  the 
money  is  to  be  spent  we  certainly  do 
not — as  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Meader]  pointed  out — need  two  out¬ 
fits  on  the  same  job.  If  it  were  possible, 
I  would  be  in  favor  of  stopping  the 
spending  right  here,  but  it  is  not  possible. 
So  instead  of  two  groups  working  at  it 
or  two  agencies  or  two  commissions,  I 
think  we  are  lucky  to  get  out  of  it  with 
one. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield 
to  the  geptleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  May  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  one  question?  Is  it  not  true  that 
under  the  provisions  of  the  bill  all  elected 
public  officials  would  be  excluded  from 
the  per  diem  provisions?  In  other  words, 
you  have  only  3  of  the  25  who  are 
selected  by  the  President  who  would 
come  under  this  provision.  The  rest  of 
us,  whether  we  be  in  the  House  or  Senate 
or  State  officials  would  not  be  getting 
this  kind  of  compensation. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  All  employees.  Fed¬ 
eral,  State  and  local,  would  be  excluded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Smith], 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
was  a  member  of  the  subcommittee 
which  reported  this  bill  out  and  I  hap¬ 
pened  to  also  be  a  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  that  considered  the  bill 
setting  up  the  other  commission  that  has 
been  referred  to.  I  was  one  who  was 
very  skeptical  from  the  very  beginning 
concerning  the  establishment  of  this 
commission,  but  after  the  Governors  of 
many  States,  the  city  planners,  and  city 
officials  came  before  the  committee,  I 
felt  a  good  many  of  these  questions  that 
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are  naturally  in  people’s  minds  were  ade¬ 
quately  answered.  I  think  certainly  we 
have  to  make  government  work  more 
efficiently,  as  expensive  as  it  is  today, 
and  it  seems  to  me  the  true  prerogatives 
of  State  and  local  governments  could 
best  be  served  by  a  constant  study  and 
evaluation  of  their  problems.  I  finally 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  this  would 
probably  be  money  well  spent  rather 
than  money  wasted.  At  least  I  think 
we  should  try  and  see  if  that  is  the  case. 
If  it  does  not  promote  efficiency  and 
justify  the  expectations  of  those  who 
testified  for  it,  appropriations  can  be 
stopped.  I  did  have  great  apprehension 
concerning  the  fact  that  the  President 
makes  all  the  appointments  under  this 
bill.  It  is  possible  where  the  President  of 
one  party  makes  all  the  appointments  to 
appoint  members  of  the  opposite  party 
who  happen  to  be  the  weakest  among  the 
nominees  in  order  not  to  build  up  the 
strongest  men  in  their  own  areas.  But 
I  have  found  no  alternative  that  would 
be  better,  and  I  finally  came  to  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  the  method  of  selecting 
members  is  the  best  proposed.  After 
carefully  listening  to  several  days  of 
testimony,  I  came  to  the  conclusion  this 
bill  should  be  passed  and  I  urge  its 
passage. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time.  I  ask 
Unanimous  consent  that  the  text  of  the 
report  on  the  bill  (Rept.  No.  742)  be 
placed  in  the  Record  at  the  conclusion 
of  my  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
who  desire  to  do  so  may  have  5  legis¬ 
lative  days  in  which  to  extend  their 
remarks  in  the  Record  on  the  bill  now 
being  considered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MEADER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Yoi'k  [Mr.  Barry!. 

Mr.  BARRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  pending  legislation.  This 
bill  does  seven  things. 

First,  it  brings  together  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Federal,  State  and  local 
governments  for  consideration  of  com¬ 
mon  problems;  second,  provides  a  forum 
for  discussing  the  administration  and 
coordination  of  Federal  grant  and  other 
programs  requiring  intergovernmental 
cooperation;  third,  gives  critical  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  conditions  and  controls  in¬ 
volved  in  the  administration  of  Federal 
grant  programs;  fourth,  makes  available 
technical  assistance  to  the  executive  and 
legislative  branches  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  review  of  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  to  determine  its  overall  effect  on 
the  Federal  system;  fifth,  encourages 
discussion  and  study  at  an  early  stage 
of  emerging  public  problems  that  are 
likely  to  require  intergovernmental  co¬ 
operation;  sixth,  recommends,  within 


the  framework  of  the  Constitution,  the 
most  desirable  allocation  of  govern¬ 
mental  functions,  responsibilities,  and 
revenues  among  the  several  levels  of 
government;  and  seventh,  recommends 
methods  of  coordinating  and  simplifying 
tax  laws  and  administrative  practices 
to  achieve  a  more  orderly  and  less  com¬ 
petitive  fiscal  relationship  between  the 
levels  of  government  and  to  reduce  the 
burden  of  compliance  for  taxpayers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  became  the  first  Republican 
President  in  several  decades,  one  of  his 
first  acts  was  the  formation  of  a  tem¬ 
porary  commission  which  arose  out  of 
the  recommendations  of  the'  Hoover 
Commission  to  do  the  very  thing  that 
this  permanent  commission  we  are  now 
setting  up  is  supposed  to  accomplish. 
Basically,  this  need  has  been  made  evi¬ 
dent  by  the  overlapping  of  functions  in 
government,  local.  State  and  Federal. 
The  establishment  of  the  commission 
would  go  a  long  way  to  help  clarify  and 
to  iron  out  functions  of  government  to 
the  betterment  of  the  people  of  this 
Nation. 

Mr.  OSTERTAG.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARRY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  OSTERTAG.  Mr.  Speaker,  H.R. 
6904,  a  bill  to  establish  an  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
is  designed  to  provide  the  machinery 
sorely  needed  at  this  time  to  coordinate 
the  activities  and  responsibilities  of  the 
levels  of  government  under  our  Federal 
system. 

I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  com¬ 
mend  the  Subcommittee  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  of  the  Government 
Operations  Committee  for  their  thor¬ 
ough  handling  of  and  sound  approach  to 
this  problem.  This  is  not  a  partisan  is¬ 
sue,  but  rather  a  means  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  fundamental  principles 
which  have  made  this  country  great  and 
strong. 

Mr.  Speaker,  prior  to  my  member¬ 
ship  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  I 
served  19  years  in  the  Legislature  of 
the  State  of  New  York.  During  that 
time,  it  was  my  privilege  and  honor  to 
serve  for  15  of  those  years  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  New  York  Committee  on 
Interstate  Cooperation  and  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  board  of  managers  of  the 
Council  of  State  Governments.  There 
has  been  and  continues  to  be  a  great 
need  to  coordinate  the  States  in  order 
that  they  may  meet  the  varying  and 
many  responsibilities  of  governments  on 
the  State  and  local  level  and  there  is 
equally  a  need  to  provide  a  better  way 
to  develop  and  solidify  the  intergovern¬ 
mental  relations  so  necessary  today  on 
a  Federal-State  basis. 

I  have  often  stated,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
if  our  Founding  Fathers  made  an  error 
in  establishing  the  framework  under 
which  this  great  Republic  of  ours  was 
to  function,  it  was  not  one  of  commis¬ 
sion  but  rather  one  of  omission.  By 
that  I  mean  that  no  machinery  was  de¬ 
vised  for  the  coordination  and  cooper¬ 
ation  of  the  several  levels  of  our  Re¬ 
public  and  Union  of  States. 
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I  believe  I  am  the  only  Member  of 
the  House  who  served  as  a  member  of 
the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  back  in  the  years  of  1954  and 
1955.  It  was  commonly  known  as  the 
Kestnbaum  Commission  and  1  can  tell 
you  that  it  was  a  rewarding  experience. 
In  the  letter  of  transmittal  of  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  report  to  the  President,  Chair¬ 
man  Kestnbaum  said  in  part: 

Many  of  the  problems  to  which  we  have 
addresses  ourselves  have  been  with  us  since 
the  founding  of  the  Republic.  They  are 
likely  to  concern  us  for  many  years  to 
come.  No  inquiry  of  this  kind  could  possi¬ 
bly  provide  universally  satisfactory  answers 
to  all  of  the  difficult  questions  that  are 
under  discussion  at  any  particular  moment. 
We  are  hopeful  that  this  report  will  be  re¬ 
garded  as  the  beginning  rather  than  the 
end  of  a  contemprorary  study  of  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  intergovernmental  relations,  and  that 
it  will  stimulate  all  levels  of  government  to 
examine  their  respective  responsibilities  in 
a  proper  balanced  Federal  system. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
as  to  the  continuing  need  for  study, 
evaluation  and  balance  in  the  intergov¬ 
ernmental  relationship  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment.  Our  Federal  system  is  the  greatest 
and  oldest  in  the  whole  world  but  we 
must  not  be  unmindful  of  the  constant 
changes  that  are  taking  place.  Trans¬ 
portation,  communication,  and  the  many 
other  fields  of  development  and  growth 
have  changed  the  picture  immeasurably 
since  the  time  this  Republic  was  formed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  Report, 
chapter  1  deals  with  the  “Evolution  of 
the  American  Federal  System”  and  I 
commend  it  to  each  and  every  Member  of 
the  House.  It  deals  with  the  very  back¬ 
ground  which  I  believe  makes  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  advisory  commission  as 
proposed  in  the  legislation  before  us  so 
necessary. 

With  the  tremendous  growth  in  de¬ 
velopment  and  population  in  this  coun¬ 
try  of  ours,  intergovernmental  relations 
becomeg  more  and  more  important  to 
us  and  our  cherished  system.  Within 
the  past  10  years  more  than  12  million 
people  have  moved  to  suburban  areas 
and  it  is  estimated  that  our  overall  na¬ 
tional  population  will  exceed  200  million 
by  the  year  1970.  Mr.  Speaker,  precise 
divisions  of  governmental  activities  need 
always  to  be  considered  in  the  light  of 
varied  and  shifting  circumstances;  they 
need  also  to  be  viewed  in  the  light  of 
principles  rooted  in  our  history.  This 
proposed  Commission  might  well  provide 
the  guidance  and  balance  essential  to 
strengthening  our  system  of  government. 
There  are  many  areas  whereby  relations 
can  be  improved,  and  a  better  balance  be¬ 
tween  all  levels  maintained.  The  Com¬ 
mission  could  well  provide  guidance  and 
lines  of  authority  and  responsibility  in 
many  fields.  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  within 
the  constitutional  limits  of  national  and 
State  powers,  and  in  the  light  of  nearly 
170  years  of  practical  experience,  the 
Commission  will  be  in  a  responsible  role 
for  providing  the  guidelines  best  calcu¬ 
lated  to  sustain  a  workable  basis  for  in¬ 
tergovernmental  relations  in  the  future. 

(Mr.  OSTERTAG  and  Mr.  BERRY 
asked  and  were  given  permission  to  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  their  remarks.) 
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The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
suspending  the  rules  and  passing  the 
bill,  H.R.  6904,  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken ;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Fulton)  there 
were — ayes  91,  noes  18. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  335,  nays  31,  not  voting  68,  as 
follows: 

[Roll  No.  134] 

YEAS— 335 


Abbitt 

Curtin 

Holt 

Abernethy 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Holtzman 

Addonizio 

Daddario 

Hosmer 

Albert 

Daniels 

Huddleston 

Alexander 

Davis,  Ga. 

Hull 

Alford 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Ikard 

Allen 

Dawson 

Irwin 

Anderson, 

Delaney 

Jarman 

Mont. 

Dent 

Jennings 

Andrews 

Denton 

Jensen 

Arends 

Derounian 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Ashley 

Diggs 

Johnson,  Md. 

Ashmore 

Dixon 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Aspinall 

Dollinger 

Jonas 

Auchincloss 

Donohue 

Jones,  Mo. 

Avery 

Dorn,  N.Y. 

Judd 

Ayers 

Dorn,  S.C. 

Karsten 

Baker 

Downing 

Karth 

Baldwin 

Doyle 

Kasem 

Baring 

Dulski 

Kastenmeier 

Barr 

Durham 

Kearns 

Barry 

Dwyer 

Keith 

Bass,  NH 

Edmondson 

Kelly 

Bass,  Tenn 

Everett 

Keogh 

Bates 

Evins 

Kilday 

Baumhart 

Fallon 

Kilgore 

Becker 

Farbstein 

King,  Calif. 

Beckworth 

Fascell 

King,  Utah 

Belcher 

Feighan 

Kirwan 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Fenton 

Kitchin 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Fisher 

Knox 

Blitch 

Flood 

Kowalski 

Boggs 

Flynn 

Laird 

Bolling 

Flynt 

Lane 

Bonner 

Fogarty 

Langen 

Bosch 

Foley 

Lankford 

Bow  « 

Forand 

Lennon 

Bowles 

Ford 

Lesinski 

Boyle 

Forrester 

Levering 

Brademas 

Fountain 

Libonati 

Bray 

Frazier 

Lindsay 

Breeding 

Frelinghuysen 

Loser 

Brewster 

Friedel 

McCormack 

Brooks,  La. 

Garmatz 

McCulloch 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Gary 

McDonough 

Broomfield 

Gathings 

McFall 

Brown,  Ga. 

Gavin 

McGinley 

Brown,  Mo. 

Giaimo 

McGQvern 

Brown,  Ohio 

Glenn 

Mclntire 

Broyhill 

Granahan 

McMillan 

Budge 

Grant 

Machrowicz 

Burdick 

Gray 

Mack,  Ill. 

Burke,  Ky. 

Green,  Oreg. 

Mack,  Wash. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Griffin 

Madden 

Burleson 

Griffiths 

Magnuson 

Bush 

Gubser 

Mahon 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Hagen 

Mailliard 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Haley 

Marshall 

Cannon 

Halpern 

Matthews 

Carnahan 

Hardy 

May 

Casey 

Hargis 

Meader 

Cederberg 

Harmon 

Merrow 

Chamberlain 

Harris 

Metcalf 

Chelf 

Harrison 

Meyer 

Chenoweth 

Healey 

Michel 

Chiperfleld 

Hebert 

Miller,  Clem 

Church 

Hechler 

Miller, 

Clark 

Hemphill 

George  P. 

Coad 

Henderson 

Mills 

Cohelan 

Herlong 

Minshall 

Collier 

Hiestand 

Moeller 

Colmer 

Hoeven 

Monagan 

Conte 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Montoya 

Cook 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Moore 

Cooley 

Hogan 

Moorhead 

Cramer 

Holland 

Morgan 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Rees,  Kans. 

Stubblefield 

Morris,  Okla. 

Reuss 

Sullivan 

Moss 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Teague,  Calif, 

Moulder 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Thomas 

Multer 

Riehlman 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Murphy 

Riley 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Murray 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Natcher 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Thornberry 

Nelsen 

Roberts 

Toll 

Nix 

Robison 

Tollefson 

Norrell 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Trimble 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Tuck 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Udall 

O'Hara,  Ill. 

Rostenkowski 

Ullman 

O'Hara,  Mich. 

Roush 

Utt 

O’Neill 

Rutherford 

Vanik 

Oliver 

St.  George 

Van  Zandt 

Ostertag 

Santangelo 

Vinson 

Passman 

Saund 

Wain  wright 

Patman 

Saylor 

Wallhauser 

Pelly 

Schenck 

Walter 

Perkins 

Schwengel 

Wampler 

Pfost 

Scott 

Weis 

Philbin 

Selden 

Westland 

Pirnie 

Shelley 

Whitener 

Pillion 

Sheppard 

Whitten 

Poage 

Shipley 

Widnall 

Poff 

Simpson,  HI. 

Willis 

Preston 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Winstead 

Price 

Sisk 

Wolf 

Prokop 

Slack 

Wright 

Pucinski 

Smith,  Iowa 

Yates 

Quie 

Smith,  Miss. 

Young 

Quigley 

Smith,  Va. 

Zablocki 

Rabaut 

Spence 

Zelenko 

Rains 

Springer 

Randall 

Stratton 

NAYS— 31 

Adair 

Fulton 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Andersen. 

George 

Rooney 

Minn. 

Gross 

Short 

Berry 

Johansen 

Smith,  Kans. 

Betts 

Lafore 

Taber 

Brock 

Latta 

Teague,  Tex. 

Cunningham 

Milliken 

Weaver 

Dague 

Mumma 

Wharton 

Devine 

Norblad 

Wier 

Dingell 

O’Konski 

Younger 

Dowdy 

Ray 

NOT  VOTING— 

-68 

Alger 

Goodell 

Morrison 

Anfuso 

Green,  Pa. 

Osmers 

Bailey 

Hall 

Pilcher 

Barden 

Halleck 

Porter 

Barrett 

Hays 

Powell 

Bentley 

Hess 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Blatnik 

Holifield 

Rodino 

Boland 

Horan 

Roosevelt 

Bolton 

Jackson 

Scherer 

Boykin 

Johnson.  Colo. 

Sikes 

Buckley 

Jones,  Ala. 

Siler 

Cahill 

Kee 

Smith,  Calif. 

Canfield 

Kilburn 

Staggers 

Carter 

Kluczynski 

Steed 

Celler 

Landrum 

Taylor 

Coffin 

Lipscomb 

Teller 

Corbert 

McDowell 

Thompson,  La. 

Curtis,  Mass. 

McSween 

Van  Pelt 

Derwinski 

Macdonald 

Watts 

Dooley 

Martin 

Williams 

Elliott 

Mason 

Wilson 

Fino 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Withrow 

Gallagher 

Mitchell 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Hays  with  Mr.  Halleck. 

Mr.  Buckley  with  Mr.  Kilburn, 

Mr.  Anfuso  with  Mrs.  Bolton. 

Mr.  Boykin  with  Mr.  Cahill. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Colorado  with' Mr.  Taylor. 

Mr.  Staggers  with  Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee. 

Mr.  Blatnik  with  Mr.  Osmers. 

Mr.  Kluczynski  with  Mr.  Miller  of  New 
York. 

Mr.  Morrison  with  Mr.  Lipscomb. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  with  Mr. 
Horan. 

Mr.  Powell  with  Mr.  Pino. 

Mr.  Celler  with  Mr.  Algers. 

Mr.  Porter  with  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Gallagher  with  Mr.  Siler. 

Mr.  Jones  of  Alabama  with  Mr.  Withrow. 

Mr.  Barrett  with  Mr.  Corbett. 


Mr.  McDowell  with  Mr.  Bentley. 

Mr.  Williams  with  Mr.  Smith  of  California. 
Mr.  Teller  with  Mr.  Van  Pelt. 

Mr.  Sikes  with  Mr.  Martin. 

Mr.  Roosevelt  with  Mr.  Jackson. 

Mr.  Rodino  with  Mr.  Dooley. 

Mr.  Pilcher  with  Mr.  Wilson. 

Mr.  Boland  with  Mr.  Goodell. 

Mr.  Bailey  with  Mr.  Mason. 

Mr.  Steed  with  Mr.  Curtis  of  Massachusetts. 
Mr.  Elliott  with  Mr.  Derwinskl. 

Mr.  Coffin  with  Mr.  Hess. 

Mr.  Macdonald  with  Mr.  Canfield. 

Messrs.  FOUNTAIN,  PELLY,  and 
GAVIN  changed  their  votes  from  “nay” 
to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


AGUA  CALIENTE  (PALM  SPRINGS) 

RESERVATION  IN  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill  (H.R. 
8587)  to  provide  for  the  equalization  of 
allotments  on  the  Agua  Caliente  (Palm 
Springs)  Reservation  in  California,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  o) 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  called  the 
“Secretary”)  is  authorized  and  directed  to  do 
whatever  is  necessary  and  proper  to  equalize 
as  nearly  as  possible  the  values  of  all  allot¬ 
ments  of  land  on  the  Agua  Caliente  (Palm 
Springs)  Reservation  in  California  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  2.  Any  member  of  the  Agua  Caliente 
Band  (hereinafter  called  the  “band”)  who  is 
living  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act  and  who  has  not  received  an  allotment  of 
land  shall  be  given  an  allotment  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  law  existing  prior 
to  this  Act.  No  further  allotments  of  land 
shall  thereafter  be  made  to  any  other  or  fu¬ 
ture  born  members  of  the  band,  or  to  their 
heirs  or  devisees,  except  for  the  purpose  of 
equalization.  This  prohibition  against  fur¬ 
ther  allotments  shall  not  be  construed  as  a 
closing  of  the  band’s  membership  rolls. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  determine 
on  the  basis  of  the  contract  appraisals  that 
were  made  in  1957  and  1958  (1)  the  value  of 
all  unallotted  tribal  land,  and  (2)  the  value 
of  the  allotment  of  each  allottee  who  is  liv¬ 
ing  on  the  date  of  this  Act,  excluding  the 
\alue  of  any  improvements  thereon.  Where 
la'nds  of  a  living  allottee  have  been  sold  un- 
der\the  supervision  of  the  Secretary,  their 
valuXfor  the  purpose  of  equalization  shall  be 
the  amount  received  from  such  sale,  exclud¬ 
ing  theValue  assigned  to  any  improvements 
thereon.  Nwhere  lands  of  a  living  allottee 
have  beenVee  patented  to  and  sold  by  the 
allottee,  then-  value  for  the  purpose  of 
equalization  shall  be  the  appraised  value  of 
the  lands,  excluding  improvements,  as  of  the 
time  of  the  saleS.  regardless  of  the  amount 
received  from  the\sale.  The  allotments  of 
allottees  who  are  rmt  living  on  the  date  of 
this  Act  shall  be  excluded  from  the  equaliza¬ 
tion  program.  All  values  so  determined  by 
the  Secretary  shall  be  final  and  conclusive 
for  the  purposes  of  this  Ac\ 

(b)  In  no  event  shall  thevfollowing  tribal 
lands  be  subject  to  allotmentjend  they  shall 
henceforth  be  set  apart  and  designated  as 
tribal  reserves  for  the  benefit  ana.  use  of  the 
band:  N, 

Cemetery  numbered  1,  block  235,  , section 
14,  township  4  south,  range  4  east.  V 
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Cemetery  numbered  2,  as  now  constituted 
jrsuant  to  secretarial  order,  comprising 
approximately  two  acres. 

Roman  Catholic  Church,  as  now  consti¬ 
tuted 'pursuant  to  secretarial  order,  compris¬ 
ing  approximately  two  acres. 

Mineral  Springs,  lots  3a,  4a,  13,  and  14,  sec¬ 
tion  14,  township  4  south,  range  4  east:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That\no  distribution  to  member  of 
the  band  of  tlje  net  rents,  profits,  and  other 
revenues  derived  from  that  portion  of  these 
lands  which  is  designated  as  “parcel  B”  in 
the  supplement  d\ted  September  8,  1958,  to 
lease  by  and  betvteen  the  Agua  Caliente 
Band  of  Mission  Indians  and  Palm  Springs 
Spa  dated  January  21,\958,  or  of  the  net  in¬ 
come  derived  from  the\n vestment  of  such 
net  rents,  profits,  and  other  revenues  or  from 
the  sale  of  said  lands  or  of\issets  purchased 
with  the  net  rents,  profits,  and  other  reve¬ 
nues  aforesaid  or  with  the  neVincome  from 
the  investment  thereof  shall  beViade  except 
to  those  enrolled  members  who  are  entitled 
to  an  equalization  allotment  or  to  a  cash 
payment  in  satisfaction  thereof  under  this 
Act  or,  in  the  case  of  such  a  member  who 
died  after  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  to  those 
entitled  to  participate  in  his  estate,  and  \ny 
such  distribution  shall  be  per  capita  to  lii 
lng  enrolled  members  and  per  stirpes  to  par¬ 
ticipants  in  the  estate  of  a  deceased  mem¬ 
ber. 

San  Andreas  Canyon,  west  half  southeast 
quarter,  southeast  quarter  southeast  quarter 
section  3,  township  5  south,  range  4  east. 

Palm  Canyon,  south  half  and  south  half 
north  half  section  14,  township  5  south, 
range  4  east;  all  section  24,  township  5 
south,  range  4  east. 

Tahquitz  Canyon,  southwest  quarter  sec¬ 
tion  22,  township  4  south,  range  4  east; 
north  half  section  28,  township  4  south, 
range  4  east. 

Murray  Canyon,  east  half  section  10,  town¬ 
ship  5  south,  range  4  east. 

(c)  On  the  basis  of  such  values,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  determine  the  highest  level  of 
equalization  that  is  feasible  for  the  members 
of  the  band  who  are  living  at  the  time  of 
this  Act  by  allotting  all  of  the  unallotted 
tribal  land,  except  the  reserved  areas  listed 
in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  without 
regard  to  acreage  limitations  heretofore  im¬ 
posed  by  law.  Such  unallotted  tribal  land 
shall  then  be  allotted  to  those  members  who 
have  received  allotments  with  a  value  that  is 
less  than  the  equalization  figure  deemed 
feasible  in  accordance  with  procedures  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary.  No  selection  of  an 
allotment  pursuant  to  such  procedures  shall 
create  a  vested  right  in  the  land  until  all 
selections  authorized  by  this  Act  have  been 
made,  included  in  one  schedule,  and  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Secretary.  Allotments  there-, 
after  made  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  lav 
and  regulations  that  apply  to  other  toast 
allotments  on  the  Agua  Caliente  Reserva¬ 
tion. 

(d)  The  unallotted  portions  of  season  18, 
township  4  south,  range  5  east,  aaa  section 
12,  township  4  south,  range  4  eajft,  that  are 
in  the  municipal  airport  for  the/city  of  Palm 
Springs  shall  be  subject  to  ajfiotment  as  a 
part  of  the  equalization  pro^fam,  subject  to 
the  following  qualifications?  If  within  thirty 
days  after  the  date  of  t/fs  Act  a  majority 
of  the  adult  members  of  the  band  who  are 
eligible  to  vote  agree,  the  Secretary  may  offer 
to  sell  such  land  rjt  the  city  for  its  ap¬ 
praised  value  on  tj fe  date  of  this  Act,  and 
the  Secretary  shal/cause  an  independent  ap¬ 
praisal  thereof  tjfhe  made  by  an  appraiser  he 
shall  select  wh^f  shall  be  approved  jointly  by 
the  band  anc^iie  city  before  proceeding  with 
such  appraW&l,  the  costs  for  the  appraisal  to 
be  shared Jby  the  band  and  the  city;  there¬ 
after  tl«r  Secretary  shall  review  the  com¬ 
pleted  appraisal  and  shall,  if  approved,  then 
submit  copies  to  both  the  band  and  the  city 
for  pneii  approval  which  shall  be  either  ac- 
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cepted  or  rejected  in  writing  Within  thirty 
days;  and  if  within  three  hundred  and  sixty- 
five  days  after  Joint  acceptance  of  such  ap¬ 
praisal  by  the  band  and  the  city,  the  city  ac¬ 
cepts  the  offer  and  tenders  payments  in  full, 
the  Secretary  shall  complete  the  sale,  and  any 
allottees  who  may  have  made  or  who  may 
thereafter  make  an  equalization  selection 
from  the  lands  sold  to  the  city  shall  receive 
in  lieu  of  the  allotment  selected  his  pro¬ 
portionate  share  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale. 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  request  the  ap¬ 
pointment  of  a  guardian  of  the  estate  of  all 
minor  allottees  and  for  those  adult  allottees 
who  in  his  judgment  are  in  need  of  assist¬ 
ance  in  handling  their  affairs  in  accordance 
with  applicable  State  laws  before  making  any 
equalization  allotment  or  payment  to  such 
persons. 

Sec.  5.  (a)  The  right  to  an  equalization  al¬ 
lotment  or  to  a  cash  payment  in  lieu  thereof 
pursuant  to  section  3,  subsection  (d),  of  this 
Act,  shall  be  transferable  by  will  or  descent 
in  the  same  manner  as  are  trust  payments 
under  existing  law  and  shall  not  be  subject 
to  State  or  Federal  inheritance,  estate, 
legacy,  or  succession  taxes. 

(b)  A  cash  payment  made  in  lieu  of  an 
equalization  allotment  pusuant  to  section  3, 
subsection  (d),  of  this  Act  shall  not  be  re¬ 
garded  as  income  or  capital  gain  for  purposes 
Federal  or  State  income  taxation  and 
sliVl  not,  as  long  as  it  remains  in  the  form^ 
of  c^sh  or  a  bank  deposit  in  the  ownership 
of  theyallottee,  be  subject  to  taxation  as  per¬ 
sonal  Npperty. 

Sec.  6\(a)  Equalization  allotments  /hade 
pursuantio  this  Act  shall  not  be  subject  to 
assignmentNale,  or  hypothecation  of  to  any 
attachment  \r  levy  for  claims  /or  debts 
created  before\or  after  the  effec/ve  date  of 
this  Act,  withouVthe  written  approval  of  the 
Secretary,  and  ar^  such  assignment,  sale, 
hypothecation,  attachment,  fbr  levy  that  has 
not  been  so  approve\by  Use  Secretary  shall 
be  absolutely  null  anc^vara. 

(b)  No  equalization  alXtment  made  pursu¬ 
ant  to  this  Act,  and  narbNc  allotment  made 
prior  to  this  Act,  small  Be  subject  to  an 
equitable  charginaHien  or  Nher  charge  or 
lien  or  enforced  for  anNjd vantage  or 
benefit  which  thf  allottee  has  received  or  will 
receive  under  jfx  as  a  consequence  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  thi^lct,  nor  shall  any  lNpendens 
heretofore  dr  hereafter  filed  upon  suah  lands 
while  in  ar  restricted  status  be  of  any^ffect 
or  constitute  notice  of  any  action.  Whoever 
director  or  indirectly  accepts  or  receives  Niy 
money  or  other  form  of  compensation 
legaf  services  in  connection  with  such  re¬ 
stated  lands  from  any  person  who  has  not 
ipressly  employed  him  as  his  attorney  shall 
>e  liable,  in  a  civil  action  brought  by  the 
payor  or  his  heirs  or  devisees  or  by  the  United 
States  on  his  behalf,  for  twice  the  amount 
so  accepted  or  received  unless,  prior  to  the 
time  of  acceptance  or  receipt  of  said  com¬ 
pensation,  the  right  to  such  compensation 
has  been  determined  and  the  amount  thereof 
fixed  by  a  formal  order  of  the  Federal  court 
having  jurisdiction  to  make  such  order. 
Nothing  herein  provided  shall  be  construed 
to  prevent  any  attorney  from  petitioning  the 
Federal  court  having  Jurisdiction  to  fix  and 
determine  the  fees  to  which  he  is  entitled 
and  to  pursue  and  enforce  payment  thereof 
in  any  lawful  manner  after  the  court  has 
made  such  order. 

Sec.  7.  Allotments  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  com¬ 
plete  and  full  equalization  of  allotments  on 
the  Agua  Caliente  Reservation. 

Sec.  8.  The  band  may,  at  any  time  it 
wishes  to  do  so,  organize  a  legal  entity  under 
the  laws  of  the  State  of  California  and  re¬ 
quest  the  Secretary  to  transfer  to  such  legal 
entity  title  to  the  lands  in  the  reserves  estab¬ 
lished  by  subsection  3(b)  of  this  Act.  The 
Secretary  shall  transfer  an  unrestricted  title 
to  such  property  if  the  organization  of  the 


legal  entity  and  request  for  the  transfer  have 
been  approved  by  a  majority  of  the  adult 
members  of  the  band  who  are  eligible  to  vote,, 
and  if  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary 
legal  entity  is  organized  in  a  form  and  ma 
ner  that  is  fair  to  all  members  of  the  b/id: 
Provided,  however.  That  if  the  lands  to/mich 
the  provisio  to  the  fourth  item  in  subsection 
3(b)  of  this  Act  is  applicable  are  transferred 
to  such  an  entity,  they  shall  be  Xeld  by  it 
subject  to  the  terms  provided  inlaid  proviso, 
and  the  rights  and  duties  the^in  set  forth 
shall  be  preserved  and  reflected  in  any  dis¬ 
tribution  of  securities  of,  or  other  evidences 
of  participation  in,  said  eunity. 

The  SPEAKER,  /is  a  second  de¬ 
manded? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  /{lr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
a  second. 

Mr.  HALEYS  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  second  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  mraered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  reci/est  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida^ 

Th/re  was  no  objection. 

.  HALEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
^fiutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
>rnia  [Mr.  Saund], 

Mr.  SAUND.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
will  equalize  the  allotments  of  the  Agua 
Caliente  Tribe  of  Indians  in  Palm 
Springs,  Calif.,  a  tribe  of  101  members 
who  have  holdings  near  and  inside  the 
city  of  Palm  Springs. 

In  1949,  pursuant  to  a  court  order,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  allotted  47 
acres  to  each  one  of  the  members  of  the 
tribe.  The  values  of  those  allotments 
were  very  different.  They  varied  from 
the  highest  value  of  $600,000  to  the  low¬ 
est  of  $72,000.  There  was  court  action 
after  that,  and  the  court  ordered  that 
the  balance  of  the  property  owned  by 
the  Agua  Caliente  Tribe  of  Indians  be 
distributed  among  the  members  of  the 
tribe  to  equalize  their  allotments  in 
value. 

This  bill  intends  to  accomplish  that 
purpose.  The  bill  has  the  unanimous 
and  enthusiastic  support  of  all  members 
of  the  Agua  Caliente  Tribe;  it  has  the 
support  of  the  city  council  of  Palm 
Springs,  and  it  is  approved  by  the  De- 
lartment  of  the  Interior. 

(Mr.  SAUND  asked  and  was  given  per- 
nSssion  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

MrV  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myselnauch  time  as  I  may  use. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  will  settle  a  mat¬ 
ter  that  hae  been  pending  since  1917.  As 
near  as  th^^n embers  of  the  committee 
know,  this  n^eets  with  the  unanimous 
approval  of  alVnembers  of  the  tribe. 

I  urge  that  flhe  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  thiahill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  y\ld  such  time  as  he 
may  desire  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Barry]. 

Mr.  BARRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  bill.  Although  I  am  from 
New  York,  I  also  have  a  nttme  in  this 
area  in  California.  If  I  were^to  tell  you 
that  Palm  Springs  is  a  hodgetaodge  of 
geography,  you  would  not  believe  it. 
You  would  be  surprised  to  leariKthat 
there  is  a  square  mile  of  Indian  land 
absolutely  barren  checkerboard 
against  another  square  mile  fully  devef 
oped,  and  this  pattern  is  repeated. 
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AN  ACT 

To  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 

Relations. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

4  RELATIONS 

5  Section  1.  There  is  hereby  established  a  permanent 

6  bipartisan  commission  to  be  known  as  the  Advisory  Commis- 

7  sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  hereinafter  referred  to 

8  as  the  “Commission”. 

9  DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

10  Sec.  2.  Because  the  complexity  of  modern  life  intensifies 

11  the  need  in  a  federal  form  of  government  for  the  fullest 
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cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities  between  the  levels 
of  government,  and  because  population  growth  and  scientific 
developments  portend  an  increasingly  complex  society  in 
future  years,  it  is  essential  that  an  appropriate  agency  be 
established  to  give  continuing  attention  to  intergovernmental 
problems. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in  the  performance 
of  its  duties,  will — 

(1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the  Federal, 
State,  and  local  governments  for  the  consideration  of 
common  problems; 

(2)  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  coordination  of  Federal  grant  and  other  pro¬ 
grams  requiring  intergovernmental  cooperation; 

(3)  give  critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and 
controls  involved  in  the  administration  of  Federal  grant 
programs  ; 

(4)  make  available  technical  assistance  to  the 
executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  review  of  proposed  legislation  to  deter¬ 
mine  its  overall  effect  on  the  Federal  system; 

(5)  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an  early 
stage  of  emerging  public  problems  that  are  likely  to 
require  intergovernmental  cooperation ; 

(6)  recommend,  within  the  framework  of  the 
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Constitution,  the  most  desirable  allocation  of  govern¬ 
mental  functions,  responsibilities,  and  revenues  among 
the  several  levels  of  government;  and 

(7)  recommend  methods  of  coordinating  and  sim¬ 
plifying  tax  laws  and  administrative  practices  to  achieve 
a  more  orderly  and  less  competitive  fiscal  relationship 
between  the  levels  of  government  and  to  reduce  the 
burden  of  compliance  for  taxpayers. 

MEMBERSHIP  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed  of 
twenty-five  members,  as  follows: 

(1)  Six  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  three  of  whom  shall  be  officers  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government,  and  three  private  citizens,  all 
of  whom  shall  have  had  experience  or  familiarity  with 
relations  between  the  levels  of  government; 

(2)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Senate, 
who  shall  be  Members  of  the  Senate; 

(3)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  who  shall  be  Members  of  the  House; 

(4)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at 
least  eight  Governors  submitted  by  the  Governors’  Con¬ 
ference  ; 

(5)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel 
of  at  least  six  members  of  State  legislative  bodies  sub- 
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mitted  by  the  board  of  managers  of  the  Council  of  State 
Governments ; 

(6)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of 
at  least  eight  mayors  submitted  jointly  by  the  American 
Mimicipal  Association  and  the  United  States  Conference  of 
Mayors ; 

(7)  Two  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel 
of  at  least  four  elected  county  officers  submitted  by  the 
National  Association  of  County  Officials. 

(b)  The  members  appointed  from  private  life  under 

paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be  appointed  with¬ 
out  regard  to  political  affiliation;  of  each  class  of  members 
enumerated  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a), 
two  shall  be  from  the  majority  party  of  the  respective 
houses;  of  each  class  of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs 
(4),  (5),  and  (6)  of  subsection  (a),  not  more  than  two 
shall  be  from  any  one  political  party  and  of  the  members 
enumerated  in  paragraph  (7)  of  subsection  (a),  not  more 
than  one  shall  be  from  any  one  political  party;  of  each  class 
of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs  (5),  (6)  and 

(7)  of  subsection  (a),  not  more  than  one  shall  be  from 
any  one  State ;  at  least  two  of  the  appointees  under 
paragraph  (6)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be  from  cities  under 
five  hundred  thousand  population. 

(c)  The  term  of  office  of  each  member  of  the  Commis- 
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sion  shall  be  two  years,  but  members  shall  be  eligible  for 
reappointment. 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  President  shall  convene  the  Commis¬ 
sion  within  ninety  days  following  enactment  of  this  Act  at 
such  time  and  place  as  he  may  designate  for  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  initial  meeting. 

(b)  The  President  shall  designate  a  Chairman  and  a 
Vice  Chairman  from  among  members  of  the  Commission. 

(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the  Commission 
shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the  original 
appointment  was  made;  except  that  where  the  number  of 
vacancies  is  fewer  than  the  number  of  members  specified  in 
paragraphs  4,  5,  6,  and  7  of  sections  3  (a) ,  each  panel  of 
names  submitted  in  accordance  with  the  aforementioned  para¬ 
graphs  shall  contain  at  least  two  names  for  each  vacancy. 

(d)  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in  the  official 
position  from  which  originally  appointed  under  section  3  (a) , 
his  place  on  the  Commission  shall  be  deemed  to  be  vacant. 

(e)  Thirteen  members  of  the  Commission  shall  con¬ 
stitute  a  quorum,  but  two  or  more  members  shall  constitute 
a  quorum  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  hearings. 

DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Commission — 

(1)  to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to  make  such 
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studies  and  investigations  as  are  necessary  or  desirable 
in  the  accomplishment  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section 
2  of  this  Act; 

(2)  to  consider,  on  Its  own  initiative,  ways  and 
means  for  fostering  better  relations  between  the  levels 
of  government; 

(3)  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the  President 
and  the  Congress  on  or  before  January  31  of  each 
year.  The  Commission  may  also  submit  such  additional 
reports  to  the  President,  to  the  Congress  or  any  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of  government  or 
organization  as  the  Commission  may  deem  appropriate. 

POWERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the  authorization 
of  the  Commission,  any  subcommittee  or  members  thereof, 
may,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  hold  such  hearings,  take  such  testimony,  and  sit  and 
act  at  such  times  and  places  as  the  Commission  deems  advis¬ 
able.  Any  member  authorized  by  the  Commission  may 
administer  oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses  appearing  before 
the  Commission  or  any  subcommittee  or  members  thereof. 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instrumentality  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  including  inde¬ 
pendent  agencies,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  furnish  to 
the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by  the  Chairman  or 
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Vice  Chairman,  such  information  as  the  Commission  deems 
necessary  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to  appoint,  fix 
the  compensation  of,  and  remove  a  staff  director  without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949.  Such  appointment  shall  be  made  solely  on  the  basis 
of  fitness  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  position  and  without 
regard  to  political  affiliation. 

/ 

(d)  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be 
adopted  by  the  Commission,  the  Chairman,  without  regard 
to  the  civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
and  without  reference  to  political  affiliation,  shall  have  the 
power — 

( 1 )  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of,  and  remove 
such  other  personnel  as  he  deems  necessary 

(2)  to  procure  temporary  and  intermittent  services 
to  the  same  extent  as  is  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) 
but  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50  a  day  for  individuals. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  persons 
in  the  employ  of  the  Commission  under  subsections  (c)  and 
(d)  (1)  of  this  section  shall  be  considered  to  be  Federal 
employees  for  all  purposes,  including — 

(1)  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  amended 


(5  U.S.C.  2251-2267), 
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(2)  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Lite  Insurance 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.O.  2091-2103), 

( 3 )  annual  and  sick  leave,  and 

(4)  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  835-842). 

(f)  No  individual  employed  in  the  service  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  shall  be  paid  compensation  for  such  employment  at 
a  rate  in  excess  of  $20,000  per  annum. 

COMPENSATION  OF  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress,  officers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Federal  Government,  Governors,  or  full-time  salaried  officers 

i 

of  city  and  county  governments  shall  serve  without  com¬ 
pensation  in  addition  to  that  received  in  their  regular  public 
employment,  but  shall  be  allowed  necessary  travel  expenses 
(or,  in  the  alternative,  a  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence  and 
mileage  not  to  exceed  the  rates  prescribed  in  the  Travel 
Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended) ,  without  regard  to  the 
Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  TJ.S.C. 
835-842) ,  the  Standardized  Government  Travel  Eegulations, 
or  section  10  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1933  (5  U.S.C.  73b) , 
and  other  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the  per¬ 
formance  of  duties  vested  in  the  Commission. 

(b)  Members  of  the  Commission,  other  than  those  to 
whom  subsection  (a)  is  applicable,  shall  receive  compen- 
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sation  at  the  rate  of  $50  per  day  for  each  day  they  are 
engaged  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of 
the  Commission  and  shall  be  entitled  to  reimbursement  for 
travel,  subsistence,  and  other  necessary  expenses  incurred 
by  them  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of 
the  Commission,  as  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  Act. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  August  17,  1959. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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''HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  bi^  to  provide  compensation  under  Soil  Bank  to  producers 
<■  for  actions  based  on  incorreix  information;  House  comrir^ttee  reported  similar  bill. 
Sen,  Church  urged  expansio^of  Public  Law  480  program.  \ep.  llclntire  introduced 
bill  to  establish  revolvij^g  fund  for  REA  loans. 


SENATE 

1.  SOIL  BAj^k.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  2457,  to  authorize  tee  SeX^tary 
compamsate  producers  under  the  Soil  Bank  for  actions  based  on  erroneous  in- 
fotlmition  furnished  by  authorized  representatives  of  the  Secretary.  X*  15305 

2.  E^RM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Church  criticized  the  administration's  farm  program^ 
stated  that  "flexible  price  supports,  expansion  of  markets,  streamlined 
ministration,  freedom  to  plant,  soil  bank,  and  all"  has  been  a  "monumental 
failure",  and  urged  expansion  of  Public  Law  480  programs  as  a  means  of 
disposing  of  surplus  commodities,  pp.  15411-4 


2 


,3.  BANICING .  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  8159,  to  amend  the  national  bankins 
laws  to  clarify  or  eliminate  ambiguities,  repeal  obsolete  provisions  (incTud* 
ing  provisions  for  national  agricultural  credit  corporations),  etc.  Thi 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  15398-9 

passed  as  reported  H.  R.  8160,  to  liberalize  in  several  respects/the 
limitations  on  borrowing  and  lending  by  national  banks  (see  DigesJ?  124  for 
a  summary  of  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House).  Sen.  Robertson  e*(plained 
that  theyonly  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  "would  amend/an  existing 
provision \which  makes  the  limit  on  loans  to  one  borrower  25  accent  of 
capital  anc^surplus  instead  of  10  percent,  if  the  loan  is  ir/the  form  of 
notes  securer!  by  U.  S.  obligations.  The  amendment  would  delete  the  words 
in  the  form  of  notes,'  so  that  obligations  secured  in  this  way  would  have 
the  benefit  of  che  25  percent  figure,  instead  of  the  u&dial  10  percent." 
pp.  15399-400 


SCIENCE;  RESEARCH.  Passed  without  amendment  II.  R.  #284,  to  amend  the 
National  Science  FounuJ^tion  Act  of  1950  so  as  to  provide  increased  effi¬ 
ciency  of  operation  and\to  clarify  the  Foundations ' s  authority  regarding 
grants,  contracts,  or  fellowships,  improved  scientific  training,  etc. 

(pp.  15384-5)  This  bill  wril  now  be  sent  tcyxhe  President.  A  similar  bill, 
S.  2468,  was  indefinitely  postponed. 


5.  MINERALS.  Passed  as  reported  S.\2181, 
1920,  so  as  to  modify  oil,  gas,  c^al , 
requirements  and  conditions,  pp 


to/amend  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of 
md  certain  other  mineral  leasing 

S6-8 


6.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Passed  as  report< 
approval  of  Congress  to  the  Waba> 


S\l257,  to  grant  the  consent  and 
Valley  Compact,  pp.  15388-90 


7.  COLOR  ADDITIVES.  Agreed  to  th^  committee  amendments  to  S.  2197,  to  amend 


the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  andyCosmetic  Act  so  \s 
color  additives  in  or  on  fjzfods,  drugs,  and  coi 
regulations  prescribing  conditions  under  which 
safely  used  (pp.  15394-7).  The  "Daily  Digest" 
passed  as  reported  (p,/D814). 


to  authorize  the  use  of 
letics  in  accordance  with 
wch  additives  may  be 
soates  that  the  bill  was 


8.  CLAIMS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  6000,  to  amend  title\28  of  the  U.  S.  Code 

so  as  to  increase/the  limit  for  administrative  settlement  of  claims  against 
the  U.  S.  under /-he  tort  claims  procedure  from  $1000  to  $2500  (as  passed 
by  the  House  the  limit  would  have  been  increased  to  $2000 p.  15397 

-  Cm  _ _ | _ \k _ 

9.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS;  FREIGHT  FORWARDERS.  Passed  over,  at  the  request 

of  Sen.  Keating,  II.  R.  6904,  to  establish  an -Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  (p.  15384)  an<l  PH — Rt  506 7-, — to  repeal  Sccv'2-17  of  the — 
Marina  Act  of 


section -has  baan  intarpratad^by..6oraa 


- »  - - -  ^  —  ^ - 

that  Government  agencies  are  still  required  to  use  the  services  of 

forwarders  for  overseas  shipments  (p.  15386). 

SERVATION.  Sen.  Neuberger  commended  Sen.  Murray  for  his  "outstanding 
eadership1,  in  the  field  of  conservation  of  natural  resources,  p.  15407 


IV.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Gruening  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  provide  a  health 
insurance  program  for  retired  Federal  employees,  p.  15376 
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80-mlle  Journey  to  Ashton,  Jackson  Hole 
and  points  north  as  a  sort  of  side  trip.  It 
\was  planned  to  continue  routing  passengers 
rough  the  Tetons  until  the  season  ends. 

;  regards  man-made  structures  within  the 
park,  only  the  rambling,  somewhat  dodder¬ 
ing  V>ld  Faithful  Inn  suffered  noticeable 
structural  damage  from  Monday’s  quake. 
This  In  the  main  consisted  of  fractured  water 
pipes  and  buckled  plaster.  Food  and 
souvenirs  Hi  shops  at  the  communities  of 
Canyon  Village  Lake,  Old  Faithful,  Mammoth 
Springs  and  NTower  Junction  were  jarred 
from  shelves. 

BUST 

Late-roaming  “Ravages,”  the  collegians 
who  staff  lodges  and.  hotels  in  Yellowstone, 
had  a  busy  night  of  i\  Monday  pouring  cof¬ 
fee  for  guests  who  werk  shaken  awake.  At 
Old  Faithful,  where  some  drenched  guests 
took  hasty  leave  of  rooms  set  awash  by 
broken  pipes,  teenaged  stafftnembers  Joshed 
about  ‘‘more  steam  and  watehin  the  rooms 
than  at  the  geyser,”  but  there  ^as  more  dis¬ 
comfort  than  danger.  Officials  \rf  the  Yel¬ 
lowstone  Park  Co.  closed  the  inn,  but  re¬ 
opened  a  wing  to  accommodate  stole  350 
guests  on  Wednesday.  \ 

John  Q.  Nichols,  president  of  the  YfeHow- 
stone  Park  Co.,  believes  that  vacation¬ 
ists  can  be  readily  accommodated  at  facili¬ 
ties  which  can  be  made  available  at  Canyoi 
Village  and  Lake.  The  damaged  portion  of 
Old  Faithful  Inn  cannot  be  made  service¬ 
able  speedily. 

Park  rangers  and  hostelry  workers,  not  to 
mention  scores  of  observant  park  vacation¬ 
ists,  expressed  quiet  satisfaction  at  the  way 
in  which  Yellowstone  staff  workers  and 
most  of  the  tourists  met  the  situation.  The 
shock,  which  rumbled  across  the  Madison 
Plateau  Monday  night,  while  it  failed  to 
awaken  a  majority  of  visitors,  was  nonthe- 
less  severe.  However,  aside  from  the  dif¬ 
ficulties  at  Old  Faithful  Inn  and  some 
damage  to  park  headquarters  at  Mammoth, 
both  new  and  old  structures  in  the  park 
withstood  the  earth  shocks  admirably. 

The  admitted  hazard  in  the  park’s  elderly 
wooden  hotels  has  always  been  fire,  but  the 
quake  had  no  such  aftermath.  Equally  im¬ 
portant,  despite  the  character  of  the  terrain 
in  an  area  underlaid  with  thermal  basins, 
volcanic  structures  and  considerable  fault¬ 
ing  all  camp  grounds  and  cabin  areas  proved 
well  chosen.  All  are  situated  in  comparative¬ 
ly  flat  open  areas  well  away  from  any  cliffs 
and  mountain  slopes,  a  tribute  both  to  the 
builders  of  early  Yellowstone  installations^ 
and  to  National  Park  Service  planners  of  re^ 
cent  years. 

Last  Monday’s  earthshock  had  hastily 
passed  before  park  officials  began  checking 
its  aftereffects  upon  Yellowstone’s  thermal 
features,  which  include  200  geyaers  and 
countless  mud  volcanoes,  hot  springs,  pools, 
and  terraces.  Old  Faithful  poeved  to  be 
spouting  with  accustomed  regularity.  Its 
eruption  intervals,  as  usual,  irarled  between 
30  and  90  minutes,  while  averaging  63  min¬ 
utes. 

No  damage  has  beery'' reported  by  park 
scientists  as  regards  ttfermal  features,  but 
they  were  greatly  interested  that  Giant  Gey¬ 
ser,  an  occasional  Performer  for  the  past 
dozen'  years,  has  been  "reactivated,”  at  least 
temporarily,  and  is  erupting  almost  continu¬ 
ously  in  the  upper  geyser  basin. 

SERVICE  PLANS 

National  J^ark  Service  officials,  asserting 
early  last  xveek  that  the  recreation  area  un¬ 
der  theiySupervision  was  safe  and  accessible, 
announced  that,  with  the  cooperation  of  the 
Yellowstone  Park  Co.  staffs,  accom¬ 
modations  and  meals  would  be  offered  in  the 
Ca/fyon  Village  area  of  the  park  until  Oc- 
aer  1,  and  in  the  Old  Faithful  area  until 
ctober  31. 

Among  other  Park  Service  plans  for  the 
future  were  the  following: 


At  Mammoth  the  store  and  service  station 
remain  open  the  year  around,  with  cottage, 
hotel,  and  coffeeshop  service  available  until 
September  21.  At  Old  Faithful,  cabins  will 
be  open  until  September  30,  with  cafeteria 
and  campers’  cabins  operating  until  October 
31.  The  lake  lodge  will  close  September  1 
as  originally  scheduled,  and  the  hotel  Sep¬ 
tember  8,  with  boats  available  until  Septem¬ 
ber  15.  Fishing  Bridge  cabins  and  cafeteria 
will  remain  open  until  September  15. 

Canyon  Village  Lodge  will  close  October 
11;  camp  cabins  at  West  Thumb  will  close 
September  8,  and  Roosevelt  Lodge  shuts 
down  August  30.  The  fishing  season  will  ex¬ 
tend  until  October  15,  and  camping  will  be 
permited  at  all  park  campgrounds  until  snow 
closes  the  roads.  This  occurs  generally  be¬ 
tween  October  15  and  November.  But  late- 
season  vacationists  should  remember  that  in 
this  high-altitude  region,  winter  togs  and 
snow  chains  are  an  October  must. 

[From  the  New  York  Times.  Aug.  24,  1959] 
Quake  in  Montana 

Geologists  know  that  earthquakes  are 
caused  by  the  breaking,  or  faulting,  of  strata 
of  rock  under  immense  pressure  from  within^ 
the  earth.  But  they  are  not  sure  what  caus§ 
the  pressure. 

In  the  United  States,  the  center  of  eafth- 
k quake  activity  is  along  the  west  coasyfrom 
the  foothills  of  the  Rockies  to  the /Pacific. 

le  great  source  is  the  St.  Andrans  fault, 
whose  movement  caused  the  greayfean  Fran- 
cisco\earthquake  in  1906  and  thynesser  series 
of  tremors  in  1957.  Another /center  of  ac¬ 
tivity  lies  in  the  Rockies  th/mselves. 

Last  Tuesday  night  at  1J^30  p.m.,  moun¬ 
tain  standard  time,  an  earthquake  of  majestic 
proportions  \7.5  on  theyRichter  logarithmic 
scale  used  by\seismologists,  compared  with 
8.25  for  the  1909sBan  Francisco  quake)  shook 
the  Rocky  Mout^ajfh  area  where  Montana, 
Wyoming,  and  Iy&o  meet  at  the  edge  of 
Yellowstone  National  Park.  It  is  an  area 
that  teems  at  ttfis  season  with  campers  tour¬ 
ing  the  Continental  Divide. 

Part  of  yi  8,000-foot  peak  came  crashing 
down  intar  a  camping  arek  along  Montana 
State  Highway  No.  1,  which  xu ns  along  Heb- 
gen  Lajle.  Part  of  the  road  disappeared  un¬ 
der  tjne  waters  of  the  lake.  In\pther  places 
it  was  blocked  by  landslides  200\±o  300  feet 
high.  Great  fissures  appeared  in  the  earth, 
febgen  Dam  was  damaged  and  villages  be¬ 
low  it  were  evacuated  because  of  thenar  of 
floods.  Forestry  rescue  workers  parachuted 
into  the  area  and  helicopters  were  useck  to 
bring  out  the  injured.  Aftertremors  ham¬ 
pered  the  work. 

There  were  nine  known  dead,  but  it  was 
feared  that  many  more  might  be  buried  under 
the  landslides. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  in 
connection  with  the  remarks  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Montana,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  insert  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  copies  of  telegrams  which  have  been 
sent  to  the  Honorable  Hugo  Aronson, 
Governor  of  Montana,  and  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  urging  that 
a  disaster  area  be  declared,  bearing  the 
signatures  of  Prank  Moss,  Frank 
Church,  Joseph  O’Mahoney,  U.S.  Sena¬ 
tors;  Lee  Metcalf,  Gracie  Pfost,  John 
P.  Baldwin,  Jr.,  Harold  Johnson,  and 
Thomas  G.  Morris,  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives ;  and  also  copy 
of  another  telegram  bearing  the  signa¬ 
ture  of  James  E.  Murray,  U.S.  Senator, 
relating  to  the  same  general  subject, 
addressed  to  the  Governor  of  Montana, 
the  Honorable  Hugo  Aronson,  at  Helena, 
Mont. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  tel 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  iiyrhe 
Record,  as  follows: 

Gov.  Hugo  Aronson, 

Helena,  Mont.: 

After  viewing  terrible  earthquake  disaster 
in  Montana  we  urge  that  you/as  Governor 
immediately  exercise  your  responsibility  to 
request  President  Eisenhower  to  declare  the 
Madison  River  Valley  and/western  part  of 
Yellowstone  Park  as  a  disaster  area.  This 
action  will  put  into  operation  several  types 
of  important  Federal  Assistance  essential  to 
restoring  vital  public/iacilities,  assisting  peo¬ 
ple  suffering  damage  to  property  and  assure 
restoration  of  essential  Federal  forest  and 
park  roads  and/ facilities.  Your  civil  de¬ 
fense  director/Hugh  Potter,  should  know 
complete  procedure  to  follow.  Immediate 
action  appears  imperative  and  delay  will 
only  aggravate  suffering  from  this  catas¬ 
trophic  Earthquake. 

Fr/nk  Moss,  Frank  Church,  Joseph  C. 
>’Mahoney,  U.S.  Senators;  Lee  Met¬ 
calf,  Gracie  Pfost,  John  F.  Baldwin, 
Jr.,  Harold  (Biz)  Johnson,  Thomas 
G-  Morris,  Members  of  Congress. 

The  President, 

The  White  House, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Mr.  Leo  Hoegh, 

Director,  Federal  Civil  Defense  Administra¬ 
tion,  Washington,  D.C.: 

At  request  of  Chairman  Murray,  Senate 
Interior  Committee,  we  visited  earthquake 
area  over  weekend  and  found  road  and  prop¬ 
erty  damage  high.  Montana’s  Governor 
pleaded  with  us  for  Federal  aid,  however  he 
has  not  yet  asked  you  for  disaster  area  desig¬ 
nation.  Joined  by  Montana  Senators  Murray 
and  Mansfield  we  have  urged  him  to  seek 
Presidential  declaration  of  disaster  area  im¬ 
mediately  so  that  Federal  programs  for  clear¬ 
ing  roads  and  small  business  aid  to  restore 
home  and  business  destruction  can  get  un¬ 
derway.  We  hope  that  the  Governor  makes 
this  request  today  and  that  you  will  give  it 
immediate  and  favorable  consideration. 

Frank  Moss, 

Frank  Church, 

U.S.  Senators. 
Lee  Metcalf, 

LeRoy  Anderson, 

Gracie  Pfost, 

John  Baldwin, 

Harold  Johnson, 

Tom  Morris, 

Members  of  Congress. 

August  24,  1959. 

Hon.  Hugo  Aronson,  ‘ 

Governor,  Helena,  Mont.: 

Congressional  group  which  toured  earth¬ 
quake  area  at  my  request  has  reported  find¬ 
ings  to  me.  President  has  clear  cut  author- 
ity\o  use  available  Federal  funds  for  clear¬ 
ing  r^ad  and  small  business  loans  to  persons 
whoseSproperty  was  destroyed  or  damaged. 
But  yotbhnust  officially  request  President  to 
make  dieter  area  designation.  I  am  dis¬ 
appointed  that  you  have  not  yet  acted.  Sen¬ 
ator  Mansf^ld  and  I  join  congressional 
group  which  Baade  inspection  in  urging  you 
to  request  Presidential  declaration  of  disaster 
area  immediately 

k  James  E.  Murray, 

U.S.  Senator. 


MOTIONS  TO  RECONSIDER  SENATE 
RESOLUTION  162  \AND  SENATE 
RESOLUTION  163,  LiyiD  ON  THE 
TABLE 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  P?teident,  on 
August  21  the  Senate  passed  Serrate  Res¬ 
olution  162  and  Senate  Resolution  163. 

At  that  time,  although  I  had  intended 
to  do  so,  I  failed  to  move  that  the  rotes 
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\which  these  resolutions  were  agreed 
reconsidered. 

talking  with  the  minority  leader 
and  wffch  the  permission  of  the  minority 
leader,  l\t  this  time  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  mdve  that  the  vote  by  which  Sen¬ 
ate  Resolution  162  was  agreed  to  be  re¬ 
considered. 

Mr.  AIKEN.Vr  move  that  the  motion 
to  reconsider  be'^aid  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to\ay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  .\l  make  the  same 
motion  as  to  Senate  Resolution  163. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  move  rljat  that  motion 
be  laid  on  the  table  also. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  t\e  table  was 
agreed  to. 


COMMENT  ON  FINAL  REPORT  OF 
DRAPER  COMMITTEE  ON  MUTUAL 
SECURITY  PROGRAM 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
four  reports  of  the  Draper  Committee  oi 
the  mutual  security  program  constitute 
another  in  the  series  of  excellent  chal¬ 
lenging  studies  and  reports  which  have 
been  laid  on  President  Eisenhower’s  desk 
in  recent  years.  The  Draper  report  is  a 
worthy  follower  of  the  Gaither,  Rocke¬ 
feller,  and  other  reports. 

This  series  of  reports  to  the  President 
by  able  citizens  have  two  things  in  com¬ 
mon.  All  of  them  point  out  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  the  challenge  to  the  United  States 
posed  by  the  threats  from  the  Commu¬ 
nist  quarter  and  from  the  revolutions 
now  in  progress  in  underdeveloped  lands. 
All  these  reports  cry  out  for  Executive 
leadership,  greater  effort  on  the  part  of 
the  American  people,  and  increased  Fed¬ 
eral  expenditures  for  urgent  needs.  The 
four  fields  mainly  referred  to  are  re¬ 
peated  again  in  the  Draper  committee’s 
letter  to  the  President  of  August  17: 

Economic  growth,  level  of  Ecientific  tech¬ 
nology  and  education,  military  preparedness, 
and  national  purpose  and  morale. 


one  of  these  will  he  have  an  opportunity 
to  defend  and  implement.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  has  no  political  gain  or  loss  person¬ 
ally  to  anticipate  since  he  cannot  suc¬ 
ceed  himself.  It  is  to  be  hoped  that  he 
will  do  what  his  advisers  on  the  Draper 
Committee — and  on  the  other  committees 
whose  reports  I  have  referred  to — recom¬ 
mend  that  he  do.  It  is  to  be  hoped  that 
the  President  will  call  upon  the  people  of 
the  United  States  to  support  him  in  the 
programs  necessary  to  stimulate  more 
rapid  economic  growth  in  the  United 
States,  raise  the  level  of  scientific  tech¬ 
nology  and  other  educational  programs 
generally,  provide  adequate  military  pre¬ 
paredness  for  both  big  and  little  con¬ 
flicts,  and  revitalize  the  national  purpose 
and  morale.  The  President  should  call 
for  additional  taxes,  if  necessary,  to  meet 
these  needs.  I  am  sure  that  the  country 
will  not  fail  to  respond. 

The  Draper  report  shows  excellent 
thought  and  thorough  preparation.  I 
have  not  had  a  chance  to  read  the  an¬ 
nexes  yet,  but  the  list  of  authors  is  im- 
ressive.  Each  reader  of-  the  Draper 
report  will  make  his  own  list  of  conclu- 
siorte  which  seem  most  significant.  My 
own  earmarking  of  pages  is  quite  length; 

Time^still  remains  even  in  this  sessi 
of  the  Congress  to  do  something  toward 
the  Draper  Committee  recommenda¬ 
tions.  I  hkye  in  mind  that  an  approach 
can  be  made  toward  the  Draper  Commit¬ 
tee  recommendation  of  “lending  for  eco¬ 
nomic  development  should  be  increased 
to  at  least  $1  billidp  per  ye  at”  by  appro¬ 
priating  now  the  fml  amount  authorized 
for  the  Development'-Lo^'n  Fund  for  the 
2  years  ahead.  I  hope&hat  the  members 
of  the  Appropriations'Committee  and  all 
other  Senators  will  r6ad  tne  Draper  Com¬ 
mittee  report  before  actiomon  the  fiscal 
year  1960  muti^dl  security  program  is 
completed  in  congress. 


CALL  OF  THE  CALENDAR 


Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  President,  is  the, 
morning  hovur  business  now  concluded? 

THE  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (J 
Cannon  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  further 
morning  business?  If  not,  mornin§/t»usi- 
ness  is  concluded. 

Pursuant  to  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement,  the  Senate  will  Proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  measjfres  on  the 
calendar  to  which  there  isoio  objection, 
commencing  with  Order  rtfo.  733. 


BILLS  PASSED  OVER 


The  bill  (H.R.  6904)  to  establish  an 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  was  announced  as  next 
in  order. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 


The  Draper  report  presents  another 
opportunity  to  the  President  to  carry  out 
urgent  recommendations.  I  hope  that 
this  time  the  President  does  not  simply 
pass  the  report  on  to  the  Congress  and 
the  public  for  study.  Some  of  us  in 
Congress  are  fully  discouraged  already.. 
We  tried  to  give  the  President  an  ade 
quate  Development  Loan  Fund,  the  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committee  recommending 
$1  billion  a  year  for  5  years  in  ban-ow¬ 
ing  authority  for  that  Fund.  The/Draper 
Committee  agrees  with  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee’s  recommendation.  The 
efforts  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  and  the  Draper  Committee  failed 
because  the  President,  for/budgetary  rea¬ 
sons  alone,  did  not  support  an  adequate 
financial  structure  for'the  Development 
Loan  Fund.  I  despair  of  any  further 
efforts  in  Congress  along  these  lines 
without  Executive  backing.  I  suspect 
that  the  Draper'  Committee  is  discour¬ 
aged,  too,  because  over  and  over  again 
in  the  committee’s  report  recurs  the 
phrase,  “proposals  will  require  strong 
Executive/support  to  become  fully  effec¬ 
tive.” 

President  Eisenhower  has  two  more 
budgets  to  submit  to  the  Congress.  Only 


REA  BORROWERS  SERVING  IM¬ 
MUNITIES  OF  OVER  1,500  POPU¬ 
LATION— SUPPLEMENT  TO  HE? 
INGfS  ON  AGRICULTURAL  APPRO  3 
PRIATIONS  FOR  1960 


fr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  during 
le  hearings  on  H.R.  7175,  the  agricul¬ 
tural  appropriation  bill,  1960,  there  was 
a  request  made  for  information  on  the 
communities  having  a  population  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  1,500  directly  served  by  rural  elec¬ 
trification  electric  borrowers.  This  in¬ 
formation  was  not  available  in  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration. 

On  March  6  I  requested  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  obtain  the  requested 
information  from  the  REA  electric  bor¬ 
rowers  and  to  furnish  it  to  the  com¬ 
mittee.  The  information  was  received 
subsequent  to  the  hearings  and  has  now 
been  printed  as  a  supplement  to  the 
hearings. 

A  copy  of  this  supplement  to  the  hear¬ 
ings  has  been  mailed  to  each  Member 
of  Congress,  to  the  Governors  of  each 
State,  to  the  REA  electric  cooperatives, 
and  to  the  available  mailing  list  of  pri¬ 
vate  power  companies.  Additional  cop¬ 
ies  are  available  for  distribution  upon  re¬ 
quest  to  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions. 


Th/bill  (H.R.  6888)  to  amend  section 
4132/of  the  Revised  Statutes,  section  37 
of/the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1920,  sec- 
>n  2  of  the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  and 
section  905(c)  of  the  Merchant  Marine 
Act,  1936,  as  amended  was  announced 
as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Over,  by  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

The  bill  (H.R.  8159)  to  amend  the 
national  banking  laws  to  clarify  or  elim¬ 
inate  ambiguities,  to  repeal  certain  laws 
which  have  become  obsolete,  and  for 
other  purposes  was  announced  as  next 
in  order. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Over,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

The  bill  (H.R.  8160)  to  amend  the 
lending  and  borrowing  limitations  appli¬ 
cable  to  national  banks,  to  authorize  the 
appointment  of  an  additional  Deputy 
Comptroller  of  the  Currency,  and  for 
other  purposes  was  announced  as  next 
in  order. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Over,  as  not  being 
;oper  calendar  business. 

le  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
Will’S?®  passed  over. 


AMENDMENT  OF  NATIONAL  SCI¬ 
ENCE  NfOUNDATION  ACT  OF 
1950 


The  bill  (SA2468)  to  amend  the  Na¬ 
tional  Science  Foundation  Act  of  1950,  as 
amended,  and  foryther  purposes  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  inqrder. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  President,  there 
is  on  the  calendar  Order  No.  739,  House 
bill  8284,  a  companion  BUI,  for  the  same 
purpose.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for 
the  present  consideration  the  House 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFldto.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title  for  tl\  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (M.R. 
8284)  to  amend  the  National  Science 
Foundation  Act  of  1950,  as  amended,  ami 
for  other  purposes. 


/ 


•  -  • 
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SENATE 

10. \»JHEAT,  Passed  aS  rsp.ortod  •  S.  2449,  to  extend  the  International  Wheat 
jreement  Act  of  1949  to  cover  the  International  Wheat  Agreement ;  1959/  The 

c\mnmittee  report  states  that  the  amendments  are  ’’purely  technical,  mixing  no 
change  in  substance."  p.  17433 

11.  FEED;  DISASTER  RELIEF.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendments  to  S.  25t)4,  to 

authorri^e  this  Department  to  sell  at  current  support  prices  CCy  feed  for  live¬ 
stock  in'emergency  areas.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  /resident, 
pp.  17396~'i 


12.  FARII  LOANS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  762/,  to  extend  for  2 

years,  until  June  30,  1961,  the  authority  of  the  Farmers 1  Home  Administration 
to  make  real  estate  loans  for  refinancing  farm  debts, /and  providing  that  grow¬ 
ing  or  recently  harvested  crops  shall  be  included  in  computing  a  farmer's 
assets  in  making  loaps  under  this  authority.  This/bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President,  p.  17397 

13.  PERSONNEL.  Concurred  in\he  House  amendments  tt>  S.  1845,  to  grant  this  Depart¬ 

ment  10  additional  Public  \.aw  313  positions  ./increase  the  salaries  of  certain 
Administrative  Assistant  Secretaries  (including  this  Department)  ,  and  revise 
the  basic  rates  of  compensation  of  certairi  other  Government  positions  (see 
Digest  157  for  a  summary  of  tnh  provisions  of  the  bill).  This  bill  will  now 
be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  £7399-400 

Concurred  in  the  House  amendments/  with  additional  amendments,  to  S.  2162, 
to  provide  a  health  benefits  program  for  Federal  employees.  Sen.  Johnston 
explained  that  the  Senate  amendment sV* make  it  clear  that  the  price  figures 
established  in  the  bill  by  the  House  apply  to  the  purchase  of  health  benefits 
and  do  not  include  auxiliary  c/sts  in  addition  to  sharing  the  cost  of  the 
health  benefits  purchased"  and  "make  clear  that  both  Government  and  employees 
will  share  these  auxiliary  /osts  in  additi\i  to  sharing  the  cost  of  the  health 
benefits  purchased"  and  p/ovides  for  "a  Director  of  Retirement  and  Insurance.' 
pp.  17402-7 

Passed  as  reported  wi  R.  4283,  to  amend  the  district  of  Columbia  Income  and 
Franchise  Tax  Act  of  >3^47  so  as  to  provide  that  o^rtain  officers  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  appointed  b;^^he  President  and  confirmed 
by  the  Senate  shaLi  be  exempt  from  the  act.  pp.  17&31-2 


Passed  without  amendment  S.  1605,  t< 


grant  the  consent  of 


14.  WATER  UTILIZATIy...  .. - -  . 

Congress  to  K^n.  and  Nebr.  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  aNcompact  relating  to 
the  apportionment  of  the  waters  of  the  Big  Blue  River  and\ts  tributaries  as 
they  affecX  these  States,  p.  17374 


15.  PATENT Si/^L ANTS.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Prouty,  s\l447,  to  amend 
Sec.  161,  title  35,  U.  S.  Code,  with  respect  to  patents  for  plaii^s  so  as  to 
eliminate  the  exclusion  of  tuber  propagated  plants  from  being  patented. 

P./L7375 

16.  ^DJERALS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1537,  to  establish  a  national  mi^Lng  and 

minerals  policy,  pp.  17382-3  .  \. 

Agreed  to  H.  Con.  Res.  177,  requesting  the  President  to  have  reviews  mhde 

and  to  report  to  Congress,  on  the  more  effective  use  of  Government  program^in 
increasing  production  and  employment  in  critically  depressed  mining  and  mineral 
industries. affecting  public  and  other  lands,  p.  17383 


-  4  - 


WATER  RESOURCES.  Passed  as  reported  S.  2628 ,  to  establish  a  U.  S.  Study  Com¬ 
mission  on  the  Development  of  the  Rivers,  Ports,  and  Drainage  Basins  (and  i) 
tervening  areas)  of  Alaska,  pp.  17384-7 


18. 


INSPECTION  SERVICES;  IMPORTS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  8582,  to  authorize 
theWt ruction  of  a  toll  bridge  across  the  Rio  Grande  near  Los  Indies,  Tex. 
(a  sfqiilar  bill  S.  2531  $as  indefinitely  postponed)  (pp.  17388-92)  , /and  H.  R. 
8694,  tvo  authorize  the  construction  of  a  toll  bridge  across  the  RLo  Grande  at 
or  near  ipio  Grande  City,  Tex.  (a  similar  bill  S.  2590  was  indefinitely  post¬ 
poned)  (p\l7392)  .  Both  these  bills  would  affect  this  Department's  inspection 
service  cosps  regarding  imports. 


19.  IIUTUAL  5ECURITy\APPR0PRIATI0N  BILL,  1960.  Passed  over,  at  /he  request  of 
Sen.  Horse,  thi\bill,  H,  R.  8385,  p.  17392 


20.  FOREIGN  AID.  Passe<)\without  amendment  S.  1697,  to  amend  the  Mutual  Defense 
Assistance  Control  aV  of  1951  so  as  to  permit,  if  t/e  President  finds  it  to 
be  in  the  national  interest,  U,  S,  aid  to  any  foreign  country  except  Russia 
and  Communist-held  area\of  the  Far  Eest,  pp.  17^01-2 


21*  APPROPRIATIONS;  CLAIMS.  Received  from  the  Prescient  a  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  estimate  to  pay  claims  damages  and  /judgment  rendered  against  the 
U.  S.  in  the  amount  of  $323,6^9,  together  w^xh  such  amount  as  may  be  necessary 
to  pay  indefinite  interest  (S.DV.  56).  17342 


22.  INFLATION.  Sen.  Byrd,  Va. ,  termed  \nfladion  :iour  No.  1  domestic  problem,”  and 
inserted  two  articles  on  the  subjects/  pp.  17353-5 


23. 


CONSERVATION  CORPS.  Sen.  Morse  ins/^rted\an  article  showing  that  Gov. 
Rockefeller  favors  youth  camps  fpr  juvenr^es  in  New  York  and  associated  this 
position  with  the  principle  inv^Mved  in  S^812,  the  Youth  Conservation  Corps 
bill,  that  has  passed  the  Senate  aud  is  awaiting  action  in  the  House,  do 
17356-7  F  x  * 

Sen.  Randolph  and  other f  urged  support  in  tlite  House  for  the  Youth  Conserva¬ 
tion  Corps  bill.  p.  1736a- 3 


24.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Moss  pr/ised  the  work  of  the  Forest  Service  smokejumpers  and 

others  in  alleviatinythe  destructive  results  of  thefcecent  Montana  earthquake, 
pp.  17359-60  r  x 


25.  CONGRESSIONAL  RECESS.  Sen.  Smith  urged  support  for  her  re^lution  to  have 
Congress  reces/  for  a  period  each  summer,  pp.  17348-9 


26.  FISH  AND  WILptlFE.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendment  to  S.  1575V to  authorize 
the  appropriation  of  $2,565,000  to  Interior  to  undertake  continuing  studies  of 
the  effects  of  insecticides,  herbicides,  fungicides,  and  other  pesticides 
upon  f^sh  and  wildlife.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President  p.  1740] 


27.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  Passed  with  amendment  II.  R.  6904,  to  establish  an 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  after  substituting  the 
language  of  a  similar  bill,  S.  2026,  as  amended.  S.  2026  was  indefinitely 
postponed.  Senate  conferees  were  appointed,  pp.  17408-17 


\ 


SMALL  BUSINESS.  Passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  8599,  to  provide  an  additional 
$75  million  for  the  Small  Business  Administration's  revolving  fund,  after 
substituting  the  language  of  a  similar  bill,  S.  2612,  as  amended,  pp.  17427-; 
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.like  to  pay  tribute  to  the  distinguished  chair- 
Nnan  of  the  full  committee,  Mr.  Johnston, 
ahd  to  all  the  hard-working  members  of  our 
subcommittee,  the  junior  Senator  from 
Texas,  Mr.  Yarborough;  the  junior  Senator 
from  slorth  Carolina,  Mr.  Jordan;  the  junior 
Senator,  from  Kansas,  Mr.  Carlson;  and  the 
junior  Senator  from  Kentucky,  Mr.  Morton. 
I  also  wislkto  thank  the  diligent  members  of 
the  committee  staff,  who  spent  many  hours 
in  conferencevand  in  drafting  the  many  fine 
details  of  this  legislation.  We  have  had  the 
able  assistance  amd  cooperation  of  Govern¬ 
ment  employee  leaders,  representatives  of 
health  carriers,  and  staff  members  of  the 
Civil  Service  Commission. 

Mr.  President,  thisNbill  does  not  provide 
coverage  for  the  presently  retired  career  Fed¬ 
eral  civil  servant  or  those  who  retire  prior 
to  June  30,  1960.  On  August  21  I  intro¬ 
duced  legislation  to  coveX  these  devoted 
career  retirees.  I  am  pleasedSto  report  that 
our  subcommittee  expects  to  report  our  bill 
to  the  full  committee  next  weelNand  I  hope 
that  Senate  passage  of  this  legislation  might 
be  possible  this  year,  so  that  healthScoverage 
for  the  presently  retired  can  start  onSJuly  1, 
1960,  the  same  date  that  coverage  wili\start 
for  active  employees  and  those  who  retire 
after  June  30,  1960.  \ 

Mr.  MONRONEY  subsequently  said\ 
Mr.  President,  I  desire  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  outstanding  work  which  was  done  in 
perfecting  the  bill  to  provide  health  in¬ 
surance  for  all  Federal  employees.  The 
passage  of  the  bill  today  is  a  great  tribute 
to  the  careful  consideration  which  was 
given  to  the  bill  by  the  Subcommittee  on 
Civil  Service  of  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service,  under  the  chair¬ 
manship  of  the  distinguished  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Netjberger],  He 
and  his  subcommittee  devoted  many 
months  of  work  to  this  very  complex 
problem  before  reporting  the  bill  to  the 
full  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service.  I  believe  the  bill  will  furnish 
lasting  benefits  to  all  the  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  Federal  employees. 

I  pay  tribute  not  only  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon,  but  also  to 
the  chairman  of  the  full  committee,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Johnston]  and  to  the  ranking 
minority  member,  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carl¬ 
son], 

The  bill  is  indeed  landmark  legisla/ 
tion.  I  believe  it  will  prove  to  be  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  the  employees  of  the  Federal 
Government,  because  it  gives  thorn  as 
genuine  a  sense  of  security  against  ail¬ 
ments,  diseases,  and  illnesses  as  smy  thing 
which  Congress  has  provided  hi a  decade. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  my  remarks  may  be  printed  fol¬ 
lowing  the  remarks  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oregon  LMr.  Neuberger ] 
when  he  spoke  on  the ^passage  of  the  bill 
earlier  today.  / 

The  PRESIDING?  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  i/so  ordered. 

The  question/is  on  agreeing  to  the 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina.  / 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


STUDIES  OF  THE  EFFECTS  OF  CER¬ 
TAIN  INSECTICIDES  UPON  FISH 
AND  WILDLIFE 

/Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ifisk  the  Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate 


the  amendment  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  to  Senate  bill  1575. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
1575)  to  amend  the  act  of  August  1,  1958, 
to  authorize  and  direct  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  undertake  continuing  stu¬ 
dies  of  the  effects  of  insecticides,  herbi¬ 
cides,  fungicides,  and  other  pesticides, 
upon  fish  and  wildlife  for  the  pur-pose 
of  preventing  losses  of  those  invaluable 
natural  resources,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  which  was,  to  strike  out  all  after 
the  enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  1, 
1958,  providing  for  continuing  studies  of 
the  effects  of  insecticides,  herbicides,  fun¬ 
gicides,  and  other  pesticides,  upon  fish  and 
wildlife  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  losses 
of  those  invaluable  natural  resources  and 
for  other  purposes  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“Sec.  2.  The  sum  of  $2,565,000  per  annum 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  the  objectives  of  this  Act.” 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
bill  authorized  the  appropriation  of  suclY 
,  sums  as  might  be  necessary  to  carry  om, 
\he  purposes  of  the  act,  which  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  the  Secretary  or  the 
Inr^i'ior  to  undertake  continuing  Studies 
of  the  effects  of  insecticides,  herbicides, 
fungicides,  and  other  pesticides,  upon 
fish  anavwildlife  for  the  purpose  of  pre¬ 
venting  losses  of  those  invaluable  nat¬ 
ural  resources.  The  House  amended  the 
bill  by  placing  a  limit  ovt  the  authoriza¬ 
tion.  \  / 

Mr.  PresidenVl  move  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  concur  in  theSHduse  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  aafreenag  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  fnom  Washington. 

The  motiour  was  agreed  to. 


ELIGIBILITY  OF  ALASKA.  AND  HA- 
WAl/FOR  PARTICIPATION  IN  DIS¬ 
TRIBUTION  OF  DISCRETIONARY 
FUNDS  UNDER  FEDERAL  AIRPORT 
/ACT  \ 

'  Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  PresidentXl 
ask  the  Presiding  Officer  to  lay  befoi\ 
the  Senate  a  message  from  the  House  on 
the  bill,  S.  2208,  to  provide  that  Alaska 
and  Hawaii  be  eligible  for  participation 
in  the  distribution  of  discretionary  funds 
under  section  6(b)  of  the  Federal  Air¬ 
port  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
2208)  to  provide  that  Alaska  and  Hawaii 
be  eligible  for  participation  in  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  discretionary  funds  under 
section  6(b)  of  the  Federal  Airport  Act, 
which  was,  to  strike  out  all  after  the  en¬ 
acting  clause  and  insert : 

That  paragraph  (2)  of  section  6(b)  of  the 
Federal  Airport  Act  (49  U.S.C.,  sec.  1105(b) 
(2) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows; 

“(2)  Such  discretionary  fund  shall  be 
available  for  such  approved  projects  in  the 
several  States,  Alaska,  and  Hawaii  as  the 
Administrator  may  deem  most  appropriate 
for  carrying  out  the  national  airport  plan, 
regardless  of  the  location  of  such  projects. 
The  Administrator  shall  give  consideration, 
in  determining  the  projects  for  which  such 
fund  is  to  be  so  used,  to  the  existing  airport 


facilities  in  the  several  States,  Alaska,  an d 
Hawaii,  and  to  the  need  for  or  lack  of  de¬ 
velopment  of  airport  facilities  in  the  /Sev¬ 
eral  States,  Alaska,  and  Hawaii.”  / 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  of  the  House  is  a /technical 
amendment  and  is  proposed/solely  for 
the  purpose  of  conforming  the  proposed 
legislation  to  the  style  of/existing  law. 
It  makes  no  substantive'  change  in  the 
language  of  the  bill  as  passed  by  the 
Senate.  / 

I  move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
House  amendment/ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Washington. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


RAILROAD  TRACK  MOTORCAR 
/SAFETY  LEGISLATION 

m/  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
asj/ unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
hi  the  Record  a  statement  regarding  H.R. 
/487  and  S.  1425,  the  railroad  track  mo¬ 
torcar  safety  bills. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed,  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Macnuson 

There  has  come  to  my  attention  evidence 
of  what  seems  to  be  an  unusual  campaign  by 
railroad  management  to  get  railroad  em¬ 
ployees  into  signing  management-prepared 
telegrams  and  other  statements  to  their  Sen¬ 
ators  and  Representatives  in  Congress  urging 
them  to  oppose  H.R.  2487  and  S.  1425,  the 
railroad  track  motorcar  safety  bills  sponsored 
by  Chairman  Oren  Harris,  of  the  House  In¬ 
terstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee, 
and  by  myself  and  18  other  Senators  of  both 
parties. 

This  legislation  would  give  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  authority  which  it 
now  lacks  to  establish  rules  and  regulations 
for  the  safe  operation  of  railroad  track  motor¬ 
cars  or  other  self-propelled  equipment  used 
as  vehicles  for  travel  by  railroad  employees 
and  also  for  transportation  material  used  in 
the  maintenance  and  installation  of  track 
signals.  The  death  and  injury  rate  to  railroad 
workers  using  this  kind  of  equipment  has 
been  rising  steadily  and,  in  my  view,  has 
reached  serious  proportions.  I  cannot  agree 
with  management’s  claim  that  such  regula¬ 
tion  of  the  use  of  these  cars  to  prevent  such 
accidents,  with  their  mounting  loss  of  prop¬ 
erty  and  losses  to  the  railroads,  as  well  as  the 
heedless  deaths  and  maimings  of  railroad 
warkers,  would  be  an  undue  burden  upon 
theVn  because  it  would  complicate  their  op¬ 
erations — we  would  not  pass  such  a  law- 
hearings  are  now  being  held. 

Nevertheless,  I  recognize  railroad  manage¬ 
ment’s  ritot  to  express  such  a  view,  which 
they  have'had  every  opportunity  to  do  at 
the  hearingsOaefore  the  Senate  Surface  Trans¬ 
portation  Subcommittee.  While  I  recognize 
and  respect  this  right,  however,  I  can  only 
regard  as  a  matter  of  grave  concern  to  every 
Member  of  this  Congress,  the  present  effort 
by  some  to  create  t^b  appearance  that  rail¬ 
road  workers  themseWes  oppose  this  legis¬ 
lation  by  forcing  them.No  send  management- 
prepared  communications  to  Congress  in  the 
manner  it  has  been  don\  Let  me  cite  to 
you  some  specific  documented  examples 
which  reveal  the  nature  of  tlSis  campaign  to 
defeat  this  legislation  which  iXhink  is  need¬ 
ed  to  protect  the  lives  and  well-being  of  rail¬ 
road  workers  to  some  degree  by 'giving  the 
ICC  authority  to  make  reasonable  safety  reg¬ 
ulations  only — not  pew  jobs.  \ 

First,  I  want  to  place  in  the  Record  at  this 
time  a  copy  of  a  message  teletyped  by  TE.  L. 
Mullennix,  the  roadmaster  who  hires  and 
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firfee  the  employees  to  whom  his  message  is 
addressed.  It  reads  as  follows : 

Atchison,  July  30, 1959. 
All  Section  Foremen  Effingham  to  Concordia : 

Each  o^you  wire  your  U.S.  Senator  with  the 
wire  to  rea\i  as  follows:  “Refer  to  Senate  bill 
1425:  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  has  pro¬ 
gressively  improved  the  safety  and  operation 
of  motorcars  Until  they  now  have  adequate 
protection.  Urge  you  to  vote  against  this 
bill.”  Wire  your  'Senator  the  message  above 
in  a.m.  July  31,  anS  send  it  Western  Union. 
Pay  for  your  Western'Union  and  I  will  refund 
your  money.  Send  MV,  C.  L.  Christy  a  copy 
of  the  Western  Union  ajessage. 

3.  L.  Mullennix. 

This  message  speaks  for\jtself.  There  is 
no  request  made  here,  nor\io  explanation 
of  the  issues  involved.  It  seeiAg  to  be  simply 
an  order  to  all  the  foremen  u^der  him  to 
send  a  specific  wire  to  their  Senator,  to  pay 
for  it  out  of  their  own  pockets  \nd  then 
get  a  refund. 

As  my  next  example,  I  have  in  mV  pos¬ 
session  a  copy  of  a  letter  from  an  official  of 
one  of  the  railway  brotherhoods.  This  letter, 
dated  August  5,  1959,  reads  in  part  as  fC 
lows: 

“I  am  sorry  to  advise  you  of  what  hap-' 
pened  yesterday.  I  went  in  my  roadmaster’s 
office  as  usual.  He  had  received  a  stack  of 
telegrams  all  filled  out.  He  handed  them  to 
me,  asked  me  to  read  and  sign  one.  After 
reading  one  I  gave  them  back  and  told  him 
I  could  not  sign  it. 

“It  was  in  regard  to  Senator  Magnuson’s 
bill,  S.  1425,  to  amend  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Act  to  provide  protection  for  railroad 
employees  by  regulating  the  use  of  track 
motorcars  and  other  self-propelled  equip¬ 
ment. 

My  roadmaster  went  north  on  motorcar, 
his  driver  told  me  every  man  signed  one  of 
the  telegrams.  They  were  told  that  if  the 
bill  passed  the  company  would  have  to  put 
a  conductor  on  every  motorcar. 

“Another  roadmaster  went  south  out  of 
here.  From  what  I  can  learn  all  of  his  fore¬ 
mans  signed  one.  The  message  stated  that 
we  had  sufficient  motorcar  protection.” 

This  occurred  on  a  railroad  operating  jn 
the  State  of  the  cosponsor  of  this  measure 
in  the  House.  I  am  confident  that  Chairman 
Harris  is  not  going  to  be  intimated  or  mis¬ 
led  by  this,  but  since  many  other  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  and  House  no  doubt 
have  received  telegrams  produced  in  this 
way,  I  want  the  Congress  to  be  fully  aware 
of  the  nature  of  their  origin  so  that  they 
may  be  appraised  accordingly. 

As  my  final  exhibit  at  this  time  I  include 
here  the  text  of  a  letter  signed  by  two  road- 
masters  and  one  B.  &  B.  supervisor  and  ad, 
dressed  to  all  foremen  under  their  super¬ 
vision  on  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad.  yfis 
letter,  also  couched  in  the  form  or  an  gfder, 
reads  as  follows ; 

Hinkle,  August  12/1959. 

To  All  Foreman: 

Received  the  following  mailjffam  from 
Mr.  R.  E.  Haacke: 

“There  is  now  pending  in  Cfongress,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  S.  1425,  which  would  require  all 
track  motorcars  to  be  ojferated  by  train 
orders  under  the  jurisdiction  of  and  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  rules  established  by  the  In¬ 
terstate  Commerce  Commission. 

“All  of  us  who  ane  familiar  with  motor¬ 
car  operations  can,.4eadily  see  the  tremen¬ 
dous  complications  involved  in  attempting 
to  operate  motorcars  under  positive  train 
orders.  In  e fight,  this  would  make  it  very 
impractical  o/almost  impossible  to  get  from 
one  point  po  the  other  on  a  motorcar  as 
all  of  our  ..gangs  would  be  spending  more  of 
their  time  getting  train  orders  and  getting 
to  and/ from  points  of  ^work  under  these 
train  .orders  than  they  would  in  actual  per- 
formance  of  their  work. 


“The  practical  effect  would  probably  be 
that  we  would  have  to  discontinue  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  all  or  most  section  gangs  as  they 
now  exist  and  perform  our  track  mainte¬ 
nance  work  with  roving  extra  gangs,  such 
as  some  other  railroads  are  already  doing. 

“If  this  Senate  bill  1425  is  passed,  we 
should  bear  in  mind  that  none  of  our  motor¬ 
car  operators  are  presently  qualified  to  take 
train  orders,  as  would  be  necessary  for  them 
to  do  at  outlying  points  under  the  require¬ 
ments  of  this  legislation.  It  is  doubtful 
whether  very  many  of  our  motorcar  opera¬ 
tors  could  pass  the  necessary  examination  on 
operating  rules  to  permit  them  to  copy  train 
orders.  As  a  result  many  of  them  would 
no  doubt  be  disqualified  if  they  could  not 
pass  this  examination  on  the  operating 
rules.” 

I  am  sure  that  each  of  you  realize  just 
what  effect  passage  of  this  legislation  would, 
have  on  your  jobs.  I  feel,  therefore,  that  this 
matter  should  be  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  men  under  your  supervision  so  they  can 
write  to  their  Senators  and  Congressmen 
expressing  opposition  to  Senate  bill  S.  1425. 

Want  each  of  you  to  discuss  this  matter 
with  your  men  and  urge  them  to  write  letters 
opposing  passage  of  this  bill. 

W.  H.  Cosgrove. 

O.  E.  Rayburn. 

C.  M.  Wisemiller. 

(\he  bill  does  not  contemplate  “trai, 
orders’’  as  such.  It  prescribes  that  the  IjeC 
make  reasonable  rules.  If  it  does  it  caigbe 
changechafter  hearings  to  emphasize  or^y  the 
safety  melisures.) 

The  pocBet  list  of  railroad  official  shows 
that  Mr.  R.  S.  Haacke  is  resident  engineer  of 
the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  at  PonRand,  Oreg. 
Remembering  that  all  of  these/officials  have 
the  power  to  hireSand  fire  thenr  subordinates, 
the  reference  to  loss  of  jobs  if  S.  1425  should 
become  law  clearly  lias  soone  overtones  here 
and,  I  am  informed,  lias  Caused  real  concern 
among  railroad  employes  on  this  division. 

The  question  may  rffiVu'ally  arise  in  the 
minds  of  many  of  yota'afteVgetting  telegrams 
of  this  kind  as  tcywhethersor  not  the  rail¬ 
road  workers  reafly  want  Chis  legislation. 
While  on  the  surface  it  shoultl  be  apparent 
that  they  would  favor  any  step\o  cut  down 
the  horrible  Jmd  steadily  increasing  loss  of 
life  and  in/iries  which  they  are  sustaining 
because  of  the  present  lack  of  sutoi  pro¬ 
tection,^  want  the  record  to  be  absolutely 
clear  oA  this  point.  Here  is  the  textNof  a 
statenfent  I  have  been  authorized  to  insert 
on  behalf  of  all  of  the  23  standard  railw* 
labor  organizations  affiliated  with  the  Raif 
(y  Labor  Executives’  Association 
“Railroad  labor  is  strongly  supporting 
S.  1425  and  H.R.  2487  to  give  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  authority  to  estab¬ 
lish  rules  and  regulations  for  the  safe  opera¬ 
tion  of  track  motorcars  and  other  self- 
propelled  equipment.  This  legislation  is 
needed  promptly  to  check  the  alarming  rise 
in  the  death  and  injury  rate  to  railroad 
workers  using  this  type  of  equipment.  We 
urge  its  immediate  enactment. 

“A.  E.  Lyon, 

"Executive  Secretary, 

"Railway  Labor  Executives’  Association .” 


ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTER¬ 
GOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  2026)  to  establish  an  Ad¬ 
visory  Commission  on  Intergovernment¬ 
al  Relations. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  what  is  the  pending  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
before  the  Senate  is  S.  2026,  to  establish 
an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Relations. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  the  floor,  so  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maine  may  make  a  statement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Maine  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  H.R. 
6904  is  on  the  calendar,  as  Calendar  No. 
733. 

The  bill  is  designed  to  establish  an 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations.  This  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  is  the  culmination  of  a  long  history 
of  efforts  to.  study,  evaluate,  and  im¬ 
prove  the  relationships  among  the  vari¬ 
ous  levels  of  government  in  our  system. 

The  basic  concept  of  the  bill  is  that 
the  Government  of  the  United  States 
operates  under  one  system,  functioning 
on  three  levels,  and  that  the  interrela¬ 
tionships  of  these  three  levels  are  of  such 
importance  to  the  effective  functioning 
of  the  system  as  to  justify  and  to  re¬ 
quire  continuing  attention  by  an  agency 
representative  of  all  three  levels  of  gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  briefly  describe 
the  purposes  of  the  Commission  and  its 
(-organization.  The  Commission  would 
have  seven  basic  purposes : 

First.  To  bring  together  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments  for  the  consideration  of  com¬ 
mon  problems. 

Second.  To  provide  a  f^rum  for  dis¬ 
cussing  the  administration  and  coordi¬ 
nation  of  Federal  grant  and  other  pro¬ 
grams  requiring  intergovernmental  coop¬ 
eration. 

Third.  To  give  critical  attention  to 
the  conditions  and  controls  involved  in 
the  administration  of  Federal  grant  pro¬ 
grams. 

Fourth.  To  make  available  technical 
assistance  to  the  executive  and  legisla¬ 
tive  branches  of  the  Federal  Government 
in  the'  review  of  proposed  legislation  to 
determine  its  overall  effect  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral  system. 

Fifth.  To  encourage  discussion  and 
study  at  an  early  stage  of  emerging  pub¬ 
lic  problems  that  are  likely  to  require 
intergovernmental  cooperation.  , 

Sixth.  To  recommend,  within  the 
framework  of  the  Constitution,  the  most 
desirable  allocation  of  governmental 
functions,  responsibilities,  and  revenues 
among  the  several  levels  of  government. 

Seventh.  To  recommend  methods  of 
coordinating  and  simplifying  tax  laws 
and  administrative  practices  to  achieve 
a  more  orderly  and  less  competitive  fis¬ 
cal  relationship  between  the  levels  of 
government  and  to  reduce  the  burden  of 
compliance  for  taxpayers. 

The  Commission  which  would  be  cre¬ 
ated  by  the  proposed  legislation  would  be 
intergovernmental  in  its  makeup.  It 
would  consist  of  27  members,  to  be  ap¬ 
pointed  as  follows : 

Six  to  be  appointed  by  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  three  of  whom  shall 
be  officers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government,  and  three  private  citizens, 
all  of  whom  shall  have  had  experience 
or  familiarity  with  relations  between  the 
levels  of  government. 

Three  to  be  appointed  by  the  President 
of  the  Senate,  who  shall  be  Members  of 
the  Senate. 
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Three  to  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  who 
shall  be  Members  of  the  House. 

Four  to  be  appointed  by  the  President 
from  a  panel  of  at  least  eight  Governors 
submitted  by  the  Governors’  conference. 

Three  to  be  appointed  by  the  President 
from  a  panel  of  at  least  six  members  of 
State  legislative  bodies  submitted  by  the 
board  of  managers  of  the  Council  of 
State  Governments. 

Four  to  be  appointed  by  the  President 
from  a  panel  of  at  least  eight  mayors 
submitted  jointly  by  the  American  Mu¬ 
nicipal  Association  and  the  U.S.  Confer¬ 
ence  of  Mayors. 

Four  to  be  appointed  by  the  President 
from  a  panel  of  at  least  eight  elected 
county  officers  submitted  by  the  National 
Association  of  County  Officials. 

The  Commission  is  the  sort  of  agency 
which  has  been  recommended  several 
times  over  recent  years.  The  first 
Hoover  Commission  recommended  the 
creation  of  a  permanent  agency  of  this 
kind. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  the  recommendations  of  the  first 
Hoover  Commission  on  this  matter. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  recom¬ 
mendations  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

First  Hoover  Commission  Recommendations 
on  Federal-State  Relations 
Recommendation  No.  1:  We  recommend 
that  the  functions  and  activities  of  govern¬ 
ment  be  appraised  to  determine  which  can 
be  most  advantageously  operated  by  the 
various  levels  of  government,  and  which  re¬ 
quire  Joint  policymaking,  financing,  and 
administration . 

Recommendation  No.  2:  We  recommend 
that  our  tax  system — National,  State,  and  lo¬ 
cal — be  generally  revised  and  that,  in  this 
revision,  every  possible  effort  be  made  to 
leave  to  the  localities  and  the  States  ade¬ 
quate  resources  from  which  to  raise  revenue 
to  meet  the  duties  and  responsibilities  of 
local  and  State  governments. 

Recommendation  No.  5:  We  recommend,  in 
order  to  accomplish  all  of  these  things  in  an 
adequate  and  orderly  manner,  that  a  con¬ 
tinuing  agency  on  Federal-State  relations  be 
created  with  primary  responsibility  for  study, 
information,  and  guidance  in  the  field  of 
Federal-State  relations.  (First  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  Report  on  Federal-State  Relations, 
pp.  35-36.) 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  In  addition,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  so-called  Kestnbaum  Commis¬ 
sion,  whose  chairman  was  Meyer  Kestn¬ 
baum,  who  testified  in  the  joint  commit¬ 
tee  hearings  on  the  bill,  recommended 
the  creation  of  such  a  joint  advisory 
commission.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  excerpts  from  Mr.  Kestnbaum’s  re¬ 
marks  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

Extracts  From  Statement  of  Hon.  Meyer 
Kestnbaum,  Former  Chairman,  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 
and  Presently  a  Federal  Member  of  the 
Joint  Federal-State  Action  Committee, 
at  Joint  Hearings  on  House  and  Senate 
Bills  To  Establish  an  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  on 
June  22,  1959 

The  bill  which  has  been  Introduced  ad¬ 
dresses  itself  to  what  I  regard  as  a  most 


important  objective,  to  give  the  President 
and  the  Congress  the  benefit  of  a  continuing 
study  of  one  of  the  most  perplexing  prob¬ 
lems  that  our  country  faces;  namely,  the 
proper  coordination  of  the  activities  of  the 
various  levels  of  government  in  order  to 
achieve  our  national  objectives. 

Our  Federal  system  has  withstood  many 
strains  in  the  course  of  our  history.  It  prob¬ 
ably  faces  a  greater  strain  at  the  present 
time  than  at  any  previous  time  in  our  his¬ 
tory,  because  of  the  rapid  economic  and 
social  changes  that  have  taken  place  and 
because  of  the  impact  of  these  changes  on 
our  communities  and  of  our  very  natural 
desire  to  use  the  good  offices  of  government 
for  the  improvement  of  our  society  at  a 
time  when  our  ideas  of  what  is  appropriate 
are  expanding  very  rapidly. 

I  am  sure  I  need  not  remind  you  that  the 
Commission,  in  making  its  report,  had  in 
mind  the  fact  that  its  study  was  only  the 
beginning  of  a  real  inquiry  into  the  whole 
subject. 

If  I  may  quote  from  a  letter  which  I  ad¬ 
dressed  to  the  President  at  the  time  the 
report  was  submitted,  I  said: 

“We  are  hopeful  this  report  will  be  re¬ 
garded  as  the  beginning  rather  than  the 
end  of  a  contemporary  study  of  the  subject 
of  intergovernmental  relations,  and  that  it 
will  stimulate  all  levels  of  government  to 
examine  their  respective  responsibilities  in  a 
properly  balanced  Federal  system.” 

I  should  like  to  go  on  record  as  saying  that 
the  idea  of  a  commission  that  will  give  the 
President  and  the  Congress  the  benefit  of 
careful  incisive  research  and  examination  of 
the  many  problems  that  face  us  in  this  area, 
is  sound,  and  that  it  can  fulfill  a  very  im¬ 
portant  and  useful  function. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  In  addition,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  annual  Governors’  conference 
at  San  Juan,  P.R.,  this  year  recom¬ 
mended  unanimously  the  enactment  of 
legislation  for  the  establishment  of  an 
advisory  commission  on  intergovern¬ 
mental  relations,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  a  copy  of  the  resolution  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Resolution  Adopted  Unanimously  by  the 
Governors’  Conference  at  San  Juan,  P.R., 
August  5,  1959,  Favoring  the  Enactment 
of  Legislation  for  the  Establishment  of 
an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations 

Whereas  during  five  decades,  the  annual 
Governors’  conference  has  given  frequent 
recognition  to  the  need  for  more  coordina¬ 
tion  and  cooperation  between  the  States  and 
the  Federal  Government;  and 
Whereas  in  past  conferences,  the  Governors 
have  encouraged  and  supported  efforts  to 
improve  Federal-State  relations,  and  to 
strengthen  State  and  local  government,  in¬ 
cluding  the  establishment  of  a  temporary 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
in  1953,  and  the  Joint  Federal-State  Action 
Committee  in  1957;  and 

Whereas  the  increasing  complexity  of  mod¬ 
ern  life  has  intensified  the  need  for  mutual 
understanding  and  for  the  continuous  co¬ 
operation  and  coordination  of  activities  be¬ 
tween  the  levels  of  government  in  our  Fed¬ 
eral  system;  and 

Whereas  it  has  come  to  the  attention  of 
the  Governors’  conference  that  there  has 
been  initiated  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  in  recognition  of  the  urgent  need  for 
action,  legislation  to  establish  a  permanent 
bipartisan  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  designed  to  bring  to¬ 
gether  representatives  of  all  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment  in  a  united  effort  to  preserve  and  im¬ 
prove  our  Federal  system:  Now,  therefore, 
be  it 


Resolved,  That  the  51st  Governors’  confer¬ 
ence  urge  the  Congress  to  establish  a  perma¬ 
nent  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  for  the  purposes  and  objec¬ 
tives  specified  in  the  legislation  now  before 
the  Congress;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  the  Governors’  conference 
pledge  its  full  cooperation  and  support, 
through  its  individual  and  collective  mem¬ 
bership,  toward  the  successful  operation  of 
the  said  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Relations  and  for  the  achievement 
of  its  objectives. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
mend  my  friend  from  Maine  for  his  zeal¬ 
ous  activity  in  supporting  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  Advisory  Commission  which, 
as  he  has  pointed  out,  is  so  long  overdue, 
having  first  been  recommended  by  the 
Hoover  Commission  in  1949,  I  believe. 

Will  the  Senator  advise  me  if  I  am  cor¬ 
rect  in  my  understanding  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  would  be  predominantly  an  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Commission,  with  minority  rep¬ 
resentation  from  the  two  Houses  of 
Congress? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  There  would  also  be 
representation,  I  should  like  to  point  out 
to  the  Senator,  from  State  legislatures. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Yes.  But  am  I  not  cor¬ 
rect  in  my  understanding  that  of  the  27 
members  of  the  Commission  the  Presi¬ 
dent  would  appoint  21? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  CLARK.  There  would  be  six 
members  from  the  Congress;  three  from 
the  Senate  and  three  from  the  House  of 
Representatives? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  believe  the  Senator  is 
aware  of  my  bill,  S.  1431,  which  has  also 
been  favorably  reported  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Yes;  I  am  aware  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Does  the  Senator  not 
think  that  my  bill  and  the  bill  under 
consideration  cover  quite  different  areas 
of  investigation  and  study,  and  that  there 
is  no  overlap  between  the  two  so  far  as 
the  need  for  further  inquiry  is  con¬ 
cerned? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Yes.  I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ator  would  be  interested  in  a  statement 
made  by  Mr.  Meyer  Kestnbaum  in  the 
hearings  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Indeed  I  would  be  inter¬ 
ested.  Mr.  Kestnbaum  happens  to  be 
a  good  friend  of  mine. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  He  is  a  very  able 
gentleman. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Indeed  he  is. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  will  quote  from  Mr. 
Kestnbaum’s  statement,  as  follows: 

If  such  a  commission  is  established  prop¬ 
erly,  I  should  say  that  it  could  render  a  use¬ 
ful  and  important  service;  that  its  work  need 
not  conflict  with  other  committees  that  are 
now  under  consideration,  such  as  the  one  on 
metropolitan  areas  proposed  by  Senator 
Clark,  because  the  problems  pf  metropolitan 
government  will  be  with  us  for  a  long,  long 
time. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  thank  my  good  friend 
for  that  citation  from  my  friend  Mr. 
Meyer  Kentnbaum,  who  also  is  one  of 
President  Eisenhower’s  advisers  in  this 
area. 
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Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON  and  Mr.  JAVITS  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield  first  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  believe  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  was  speaking 
about  the  proposal  advanced  in  the  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  bill  by  several  mayors,  as 
I  recall,  that  all  three  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment  participate  in  this  matter. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Maine,  does  his  proposal  anticipate  or 
does  it  allow  the  kind  of  representation 
from  the  urban  centers  suggested  in 
some  of  the  testimony?  I  notice  on 
page  119  of  the  hearings  a  statement  by 
Gordon  S.  Clinton,  the  mayor  of  Seat¬ 
tle.  Questions  were  asked  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Maine  about 
participation  by  the  three  levels  of  gov¬ 
ernment.  I  think  Mayor  Clinton  testi¬ 
fied  on  behalf  of  the  American  Munic¬ 
ipal  Association. 

Does  this  bill  includes  the  three  levels? 

Mx*.  MUSKIE.  Yes.  In  a  sense,  the 
bill  includes  really  four  levels.  It  in¬ 
cludes  the  Federal  Government,  State 
governments,  municipal  governments, 
and  also  county  governments,  and  the 
provisions  of  the  bill  relative  to  mem¬ 
bership  on  the  committee  meet  with  the 
approval  of  the  American  Municipal 
Association  in  the  U.S.  Conference  of 
Mayors. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  was  going  to  say 
something  on  this  point,  but  I  believe 
the  mayor’s  testimony,  which  is  fairly 
short,  expresses  my  views  as  far  as 
urban  and  municipal  representation  is 
concerned;  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  his  statement  be  placed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  the  conclusion  of  the  remarks  of 
the  Senator  from  Maine. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
associate  myself  with  the  views  expressed 
by  the  Senator  from  Maine.  I  am  hon¬ 
ored  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  the  bill,  and  I 
strongly  support  its  passage.  I  have  no 
doubt  that  the  Senate  will  pass  it  today. 

I  wish  to  call  to  the  attention  of  the 
Senate  the  possible  achievement  in  this 
field.  For  example,  yesterday  we 
passed — and  I  voted  for  it — the  so-called 
antipollution  bill  with  respect  to  water. 
That  is  exactly  one  of  the  problems  with 
which  a  commission  like  the  one  pro¬ 
posed  would  concern  itself.  How  do  we 
adequately  and  wisely  concentrate  the 
responsibility  for  preserving  the  water 
resources  of  the  country?  They  are  not 
only  one  of  our  indispensable  resources, 
but  also  one  of  the  most  dangerously 
jeopardized  resources  of  the  United 
States. 

Also,  Mr.  President,  we  have  been 
wrestling  in  the  Senate  with  the  no- 
man’s-land  problem,  in  the  field  of  juris¬ 
diction  as  between  the  States  and  the 
Federal  Government  in  z-espect  of  labor 
matters,  which  are  also  very  knotty 
problems. 

Again,  we  have  been  more  or  less  talk¬ 
ing  in  the  dark,  based  upon  our  own  in¬ 
formation,  but  without  the  benefit  of  any 
authoritative  findings  and  analyses. 


These  are  two  examples.  I  am  sure 
there  are  a  host  of  othei’s.  This  fact 
only  emphasizes  why  the  leadership  of 
the  Senator  from  Maine  is  so  important. 

I  should  like  also  at  this  time  to  pay. 
a  tribute  to  Meyer  Kestnbaum,  of  Chi¬ 
cago,  who  has  served  as  chairman  of  the 
Commission  on  Inter-Governmental  Re¬ 
lations,  and  is  now  a  Federal  member  of 
the  Joint  Fedei'al-State  Action  Commit¬ 
tee.  He  h^s  led  in  this  field  in  a  most 
enterprising  way,  and  shows  every 
promise  of  continuing  to  cooperate  in  this 
field.  I  am  sure  he  is  vez-y  sympathetic 
to  the  objectives  we  are  discussing. 

Sometimes,  we  are  inclined  to  permit 
things  to  go  by  in  a  sort  of  offhand  way, 
in  a  quiet  hour  like  this,  when  not  much 
is  going  on,  and  we  do  not  place  enough 
emphasis  on  the  real  importance  of  the 
whole  concept  of  the  problem  of  this 
Government  of  ours  based  upon  Federal- 
State  relations.  Although  I  have  many 
times  supported  the  concept  of  Federal 
responsibility  in  the  most  authoritative 
sense,  I  am  nonetheless  too  much  of  a 
lawyer  myself  not  to  understand  the  im¬ 
portance  of  the  maintenance  of  the 
strength  of  the  Federal  system  wisely 
and,  considering  the  progress  of  the 
country,  in  ever  keeping  abreast  of  prog¬ 
ress.  This  is  a  very  .fine  contribution  to 
that  end. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
commend  the  able  and  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maine  for  the  fine  work 
which  he  has  done  in  connection  with 
the  presentation  of  this  bill  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  also  in  connection  with  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  by  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operations. 

The  bill  fills  a  very  deeply  felt  need 
in  our  national  life  in  that  it  provides 
a  commission  to  study  our  Federal  sys¬ 
tem  in  all  of  its  ramifications.  I  con¬ 
cur  in  what  the  able  and  distinguished 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  said  a 
moment  ago,  about  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  his  bill  and  this  bill.  I  believe 
the  Senator  from  Maine  has  coiTectly 
stated  that  the  two  bills  do  not  conflict, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  supplement  each 
other. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Az'kansas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  it  the  thought 
of  the  Senator  from  Maine  that  this 
Commission  would  deal  with  such  prob¬ 
lems  as  we  are  now  confronted  with  in 
the  division  of  authority  between  the 
legislative  and  the  executive  branches, 
as  between  the  two  parties,  in  that  one 
is  controlled  by  one  party  and  the  other 
by  the  other  party? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Is  the  Senator  speak¬ 
ing  of  the  Federal  level? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Yes.  We  now 
have  one  party  controlling  the  executive 
and  the  other  party  controlling  the 
legislative.  That,  in  my  opinion,  is  a 
vez-y  unsatisfactory  way  to  run  a  govern¬ 
ment.  Will  this  Commission  consider 
such  problems  as  that? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  would  not  consider 
that  to  be  within  the  scope  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Commission. 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Why  not? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  The  Commission  is  in¬ 
tended  to  deal  with  the  relationships  be¬ 
tween  different  levels  of  government  and 
not  the  relations  between  various  de¬ 
partments  of  the  Federal  Government, 
or  various  depai-tments  on  State  levels. 
Its  purpose  is  intei-govemmental  rela¬ 
tions  rather  than  l-elationships  on  any 
particular  level  of  government. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Reforms  within 
the  Federal  Govei’nment,  then,  are  not 
contemplated? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Within  the  Federal 
system. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Within  the  Fed¬ 
eral  system. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  As  among  these  four 
levels  of  Government.  I  have  not 
studied  the  language  relating  to  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Commission  with  a  view  to 
determining  whether  or  not  the  kind  of 
problem  posed  by  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  would  properly  come  within  its 
scope.  That  was  not  the  intention  of 
the  drafters  of  the  legislation. 

Mi-.  FULBRIGHT.  Does  not  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maine  consider  that  this  is  a 
very,  very  impoi’tant  matter  that  we  now 
seem  to  be  confronted  with  more  or  less 
permanently,  that  the  executive  branch 
is  controlled  by  one  party  and  the  legis¬ 
lative  by  another  party? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  could  not  agree  more. 
Incidentally,  I  should  like  to  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  that  I  listened 
with  a  great  deal  of  interest  to  his  com¬ 
ments  yesterday,  which  lay  within  this 
general  field  which  he  is  now  discussing. 
I  thought  his  remarks  were  very  appro¬ 
priate  and  very  pertinent. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  in  a 
vei-y  broad  sense  I  should  think  would 
include  the  governmental  relations  be¬ 
tween  the  executive  and  legislative 
branches  of  the  Federal  Government, 
and  I  was  hoping  the  Senator  would  say 
“yes,”  that  this  was  one  of  the  subjects 
which  the  Commission  would  consider 
and  that  it  possibly  might  contemplate 
some  reforms  in  our  system  which  would 
at  least  minimize  the  condition  I  have 
mentioned. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  The  bill  provides  for 
a  bipartisan  representation  on  the  Com¬ 
mission. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Yes. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  And  I  suspect  that  if 
the  appi’opriate  people  are  named  to  the 
Commission,  they  might  be  tempted  to 
delve  into  this  field. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  was  hoping  we 
might  make  legislative  history  which 
would  encourage  the  members  of  the 
Commission  to  listen  to  such  a  problem, 
and  I  am  disappointed  that  the  Senator 
from  Maine  did  not  have  this  point  in 
mind.  I  believe  the  problems  he  is  deal¬ 
ing  with  are  much  less  important  and 
much  less  of  a  threat  to  the  continued 
vigor  of  this  Government  than  the  prob¬ 
lem  I  mention. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Perhaps  I  can  rein¬ 
state  myself  in  the  good  graces  of  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  if  I  suggest  for 
the  Record  that  if  the  Commission, 
when  it  is  created  and  oi'ganized,  should 
undertake  to  consider  the  problem 
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which  he  has  outlined,  I  certainly  would 
not  object  to  it. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  am  happy  to. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  On  that  point  I  do  not 
like  to  disagree  with  my  able  and  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  from  Arkansas,  but  if 
the  American  people  are  wise  enough 
to  elect  a  Democratic  Congress  and  at 
the  same  time  indulge  in  enough  fool¬ 
ishness  to  elect  a  Republican  President, 
I  would  be  willing  for  them  to  have  that 
privilege. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Indefinitely? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Yes;  as  long  as  the 
American  people  want  it. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Does  the  Senator 
believe  that  the  way  the  Government  is 
operating  at  present,  and  has  operated 
for  the  past  several  years,  is  a  satis¬ 
factory  way  to  operate  the  Government 
of  a  great  country? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  It  is  not  the  most  effi¬ 
cient  way  the  Government  could  be  op¬ 
erated,  and  it  is  not  the  wisest  way. 
Undoubtedly  the  wisest  way  would  be  to 
have  the  Democratic  Party  in  control 
of  all  the  departments  of  the  Federal 
Government;  but  I  think  we  should 
extend  to  the  people  the  liberty  of  act¬ 
ing  foolishly  in  some  respects,  as  the 
Constitution  authorizes  them  to  do. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  However,  I  think 
we  should  do  all  we  reasonably  can  to 
encourage  them  to  act  wisely  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  their  governmental  af¬ 
fairs. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  So  long  as  we  do  not 
coerce  them  into  doing  so. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  did  not  bring 
up  the  question  of  coercion.  The  pro¬ 
posed  agency  would  be  an  advisory  com¬ 
mission,  to  study  and  present  problems 
for  the  people  to  understand.  My  opin¬ 
ion  is  that  under  this  division  of  author¬ 
ity  the  people  will  be  confused  as  to 
where  responsibility  lies  for  inefficiency 
of  the  Government.  The  executive 
takes  one  view,  and  the  legislative  an¬ 
other.  Each  says  that  the  other  is  at 
fault,  and  the  poor  people  who  are  try¬ 
ing  to  make  a  living  out  in  the  hinter¬ 
land  are  unable  to  say  who  is  to  blame. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  They  are  unable 
to  reach  a  decision  which  would  be 
wise;  and  I  am  trying  to  help  them  a 
little. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  The  popular  idea  in 
many  areas  of  the  country  is  that  the 
President  is  protecting  the  people 
against  a  spending  Congress.  The  facts 
are  that  the  Congress  has  appropriated 
more  than  $600  million  less  than  the 
President  has  urged.  , 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  will  be  more 
than  $1.5  billion  according  to  the  most 
recent  calculation  I  saw  on  the  majority 
leader’s  desk,  if  the  measures  on  which 
action  has  not  been  completed  go  as 
we  expect.  The  figure  will  be  about 
$1.8  billion. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  am  speaking  about 
bills  acted  on  thus  far. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  think  there  is  a 
very  great  defect  in  our  system.  Such  a 
situation  could  not  occur  in  a  parliamen¬ 
tary  system.  I  know  it  is  unrealistic  to 
propose  a  parliamentary  system  to  this 


body,  but  I  think  it  is  significant  that  all 
other  really  democratic  countries  of  any 
significance  that  have  lasted  for  any 
period  have  had  a  system  under  which 
this  sort  of  situation  could  not  occur. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  For  the  past  4  years  I 
had  the  responsibility  and  experienced 
the  frustrations  of  working  under  a  simi¬ 
lar  division  of  authority  between  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  and  the  legislative  branches, 
when  I  was  Governor  of  Maine,  with  a 
Republican  legislation.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  worked  fairly  smoothly;  but  on  one 
point  the  Senator  touched  upon,  namely, 
that  the  people  are  likely  to  be  confused 
as  to  who  is  at  fault  when  this  kind  of 
government  does  not  produce  the  results 
they  want,  I  must  say  that  during  those 
4  years  I  found,  much  to  my  pleasure, 
that  the  people  tended  to  blame  the  leg¬ 
islature,  which  speaks  with  many  voices, 
rather  than  the  chief  executive,  who 
speaks  with  one  voice. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct;  and  if  that  is  true  in  a 
small  community  like  Maine,  how  much 
more  true  it  is  in  an  enormous  commu¬ 
nity  of  50  States. 

This  was  exactly  what  happened  in  the 
80th  Congress.  The  President  was  able 
to  sell  the  country  on  the  idea  that  every¬ 
thing  wrong  with  the  Government  was 
attributable  to  the  Congress.  I  foresee 
the  same  thing  happening  in  the  next 
election.  Already,  in  spite  of  the  facts, 
which  are  clear,  many  are  under  the 
impression  that  we  are  profligates, 
spendthrifts,  throwing  the  people’s 
money  away,  although  the  figures  very 
clearly  show  that  we  shall  be  approxi¬ 
mately  $1%  billion  under  the  President’s 
requests. 

This  is  only  one  of  the  results  of  the 
confusion.  I  come  back  to  the  main 
point.  I  think  the  country  should  real¬ 
ize  what  is  involved,  and  what  the  situa¬ 
tion  is,  with  this  division  of  authority. 
I  think  we  should  give  attention  to  it. 
I  believe  that  a  Commission  such  as  the 
one  proposed  would  be  the  ideal  body  to 
focus  attention  on  it  and  possibly  make 
recommendations. 

I  foresee  that  it  will  be  extremely  dif¬ 
ficult  for  the  Democrats,  no  matter  how 
good  a  program  they  may  put  through 
Congress,  to  get  their  message  across  to 
the  people,  with  a  Republican  in  the 
White  House.  We  do  not  have  much  in¬ 
fluence  with  any  of  the  press  or  any  of 
the  national  magazines.  Only  a  few 
newspapers  of  local  interest  support  us. 
No  matter  what  we  do,  the  situation  is 
very  difficult.  For  the  long-term  future 
of  the  country,  I  think  it  is  well  that  we 
control  the  Congress  for  a  short  period, 
in  order  that  the  issue  may  be  made 
clear. 

I  do  not  know  how  we  shall  get  out  of 
the  miasma  or  confusion  we  are  in  with 
regard  to  governmental  responsibility. 
We  have  been  in  it  for  a  long  time.  This 
is  a  very  serious  matter. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  agree  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Why  can  we  not 
have  a  commission  study  the  problem 
and  focus  attention  on  it,  and  perhaps 
make  some  suggestions  as  to  needed  re¬ 
forms  in  our  political  system? 


Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mi-.  MUSKIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  observe  on  page 
10  a  declaration  of  the  purposes  of  the 
bill.  To  refer  to  only  one — 

It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in  the 
performance  of  its  duties,  will — 

*  *  •  *  * 

(6)  Recommend,  within  the  framework  of 
the  Constitution,  the  most  desirable  al¬ 
location  of  governmental  functions,  responsi¬ 
bilities,  and  revenues  among  the  several 
levels  of  government. 

There  are  seven  different  points  listed. 
I  would  presume,  from  the  statement  I 
have  just  quoted,  that  the  Senator  would 
conceive  that  the  purpose  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  would  not  be  to  attempt  to  al¬ 
locate  fields  of  taxation  to  Federal, 
State,  county,  or  municipal  governments, 
other  than  in  consonance  with  the  Con¬ 
stitution. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
I  emphasize  the  point  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  would  merely  be  an  advisory  body, 
in  this  respect,  advising  the  executive 
and  legislative  branches  at  all  levels  of 
government  involved  in  a  particular  rec¬ 
ommendation,  as  to  the  Commission’s 
view  of  the  particular  problem. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Whatever  the 
Commission  did,  of  course,  would  be  in 
an  advisory  capacity,  or  in  the  nature 
of  recommendations  to  the  Congress,  in 
the  event  it  felt  that  changes  were 
needed. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  The  Senator  is  abso¬ 
lutely  correct. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  read  an  article 
recently  in  a  magazine  which  raised  sev¬ 
eral  points  which  I  wish  to  clear  up  with 
the  Senator. 

One  objection  to  the  proposed  Com¬ 
mission  that  was  raised  was  that  it  was 
alleged  that  the  Commission  would  en¬ 
courage  direct  subsidies  to  cities.  Will 
the  Senator  comment  on  that? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  That  is  not  the  inten¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  Commission  at 
all.  I  think  the  Senator  would  be  inter¬ 
ested  in  looking  over  the  list  of  sponsors 
of  the  bill.  I  think  he  will  see  included 
in  the  list  of  sponsors  Senators  who  are 
on  different  sides  of  this  question,  as  to 
what  the  Federal  Government  should  be 
doing  or  not  doing  with  respect  to  par¬ 
ticular  services.  I  believe  that  the  sig¬ 
nificance  of  this  plan  is  that  almost  all 
the  sponsors  of  the  proposed  legislation 
feel  that  once  the  facts  are  disclosed 
with  respect  to  any  particular  program, 
new  or  old,  or  proposed,  the  facts  may 
or  may  not  support  a  particular  philoso¬ 
phy  as  to  what  level  of  government 
should  perform  the  service. 

All  the  Commission  is  designed  to  do 
is  to  make  studies,  ascertain  the  facts, 
and  make  the  evaluation.  Its  function 
would  not  be  to  support  any  particular 
philosophy  as  to  what  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment  should  be  performing  given 
services. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  would  not  conceive  the  Commission 
to  be  any  type  of  device  which  would 
attempt  to  short  circuit  State  govern¬ 
ments. 
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Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  think  the  Senator 
might  be  interested  in  the  following 
statement  in  the  committee  report, 
which  bears  on  the  point  he  is  making: 


Kestnbaum  before  the  joint  hearings  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


The  committee  desires  to  stress,  in  this 
connection,  that  it  does  not  intend  this  cov¬ 
erage  to  mean  that  representatives  of  the 
various  levels  will  act  as  special  pleaders 
for  those  levels,  or  that  members  of  the 
Commission  will  regard  themselves  primar¬ 
ily  as  representatives  of  any  particular  group, 
level  of  government,  or  geographic  area  for 
the  advancement  of  a  special  interest. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Another  point 
that  was  made  in  the  article  was  that 
the  Commission  would  exert  pressure  for 
greater  governmental  spending  at  all 
levels.  ^ 

Would  the  Senator  comment  on  that? 
Mr.  MUSKIE.  On  the  contrary,  if  the 
facts  supported  such  a  conclusion,  the 
Commission  may  very  well,  in  its  judg¬ 
ment,  recommend  a  reduction  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  levels.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  would  be  interested  in  the 
report  of  the  Fountain  Subcommittee  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Government 
Operations.  This  report  was  the  result  of 
3  years  of  study  by  the  Fountain  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  grant-in-aid  areas  of 
cooperation  between  the  Federal  and 
State  Governments. 

If  the  Senator  will  read  that  report, 
I  think  perhaps  it  would  constitute  a 
better  reassurance  to  him  than  anything 
I  could  say.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Foun¬ 
tain  subcommittee,  the  grant-in-aid 
function  has  a  very  definite,  useful  pur¬ 
pose,  for  it  is  designed  in  many  instances 
to  stimulate  particular  programs.  If,  in 
many  instances,  when  the  results  of  that 
stimulus  have  been  achieved.  Congress 
and  the  States  ought  to  give  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  withdrawal  of  the  Federal 
Government  from  particular  areas.  So 
this  proposal  could  be  a  two-way  street. 

It  may  result,  in  some  instances,  in 
the  Commission  advising  Congress  and 
the  executive  branch  that  the  Federal 
Government  ought  to  be  doing  more  in 
some  areas.  It  may  result,  in  some  in¬ 
stances,  in  the  Commission  recommend¬ 
ing  to  Congress  and  the  Chief  Executive 
that  the  Federal  Government  do  less  in 
some  areas.  There  is  no  fixed  preconcep¬ 
tion  as  to  what  the  Commission’s  recom¬ 
mendations  would  be,  and  no  fixed  pre¬ 
conception  of  the  philosophy  of  govern¬ 
ment  which  the  Commission  would  sup¬ 
port. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Certainly  in  con¬ 
struing  what  the  Senator  from  Maine 
says,  it  would  not  be  the  type  of  com¬ 
mission  which  would  encourage  big 
spending.  On  the  other  hand,  it  might 
possibly  encourage  a  reduction  in  ex¬ 
penditures.  It  might  bring  about  econ¬ 
omy  and  eliminate  duplication  in  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  therefore  result  in  a  more 
cheaply  operated  Government,  if  one 
wished  to  express  it  in  that  way. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  On  that  score,  I  think 
the  testimony  of  Mr.  Meyer  Kestnbaum, 
a  part  of  which  I  have  already  placed  in 
the  Record,  should  be  placed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.  I  think  it  would 
answer  more  fully  the  questions  raised 
by  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Meyer 


Statement  of  Hon.  Meyer  Kestnbaum,  For¬ 
mer  Chairman,  Commission  on  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Relations,  and  Presently  a 
Federal  Member  of  the  Joint  Federal- 
State  Action  Committee 
Mr.  Kestnbaum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  appreciate  very  much  the  opportunity  to 
appear  before  the  committee  and  discuss  the 
bills  which  have  been  introduced  with  a 
view  to  establishing  an  Advisory  Committee 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  my  interest  in 
this  subject  goes  back  to  the  time  when  I 
was  appointed  Chairman  of  the  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  and  as  you 
have  been  good  enough  to  suggest,  I  am 
here  in  my  capacity  as  a  citizen  and  as  a  for¬ 
mer  Chairman  of  that  Commission. 

I  hope  that  you  will  permit  me,  first  to  ap¬ 
plaud  the  work  that  has  been  done  by  your 
subcommittee.  To  my  mind  this  has  been 
a  most  objective,  painstaking,  and  thorough 
inquiry  into  a  most  complicated  subject. 
You  have  developed  testimony  and  reports 
that  are  going  to  be  extremely  valuable  to 
all  students  of  the  subject,  and  I  know  of  no 
inquiry  of  this  kind  that  has  been  conducted 
on  a  more  objective  basis,  in  the  spirit  of  as¬ 
certaining  the  true  facts. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

Mr.  Kestnbaum.  The  bill  which  has  been 
Introduced  addresses  itself  to  what  I  regard 
as  a  most  important  objective,  to  give  the 
President  and  the  Congress  the  benefit  of 
a  continuing  study  of  one  of  the  most  per¬ 
plexing  problems  that  our  country  faces; 
namely,  the  proper  coordination  of  the  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  various  levels  of  government 
in  order  to  achieve  our  national  objectives. 

Our  Federal  system  has  withstood  many 
strains  in  the  course  of  our  history.  It 
probably  faces  a  greater  strain  at  the  present 
time  than  at  any  previous  time  in  our  his¬ 
tory,  because  of  the  rapid  economic  and  so¬ 
cial  changes  that  have  taken  place  and  be¬ 
cause  of  the  impact  of  these  changes  on 
our  communities  and  of  our  very  natural 
desire  to  use  the  good  offices  of  government 
for  the  improvement  of  our  society  at  a  time 
when  our  ideas  of  what  is  appropriate  are 
expanding  very  rapidly. 

I  am  sure  I  need  not  remind  you  that 
the  Commission  in  making  its  report  had 
in  mind  the  fact  that  its  study  was  only  the 
beginning  of  a  real  inquiry  into  the  whole 
subject. 

If  I  may  quote  from  a  letter  which  I  ad¬ 
dressed  to  the  President  at  the  time  the 
report  was  submitted  I  said: 

"We  are  hopeful  this  report  will  be  re¬ 
garded  as  the  beginning  rather  than  the  end 
of  a  contemporary  study  of  the  subject  of 
intergovernmental  relations,  and  that  it 
will  stimulate  all  levels  of  government  to 
examine  their  respective  responsibilities  in 
a  properly  balanced  Federal  system.” 

Now  that  the  National  Government  has 
undertaken  through  this  committee  a  very 
thorough  study,  I  would  hope  that  in  due 
course  other  levels  of  government,  particu¬ 
larly  the  States,  would  undertake  similar 
studies  of  the  problems  which  they  face  in 
their  own  jurisdictions  and  in  their  rela¬ 
tionships  with  other  levels  of  government. 

I  should  like  to  go  on  record  as  saying  that 
the  idea  of  a  commission  that  will  give  the 
President  and  the  Congress  the  benefit  of 
careful  incisive  research  and  examination 
of  the  many  problems  that  face  us  in  this 
area,  is  sound,  and  that  it  can  fulfill  a  very 
important  and  useful  function. 

It  seems  to  me  appropriate  also  to  point 
out  some  of  the  problems  which  such  a  com¬ 


mission  may  face,  because  its  success.  In  my 
judgment,  will  depend  on  whether  these 
problems  are  faced  squarely  and  are  taken 
into  account  in  the  very  organization  of  the 
Commission  itself. 

We  face  problems  in  connection  with  the 
appropriate  division  of  labor  among  levels 
of  government,  because  of  the  very  rapid 
changes  that  have  taken  place  to  which  I 
have  already  alluded,  and  because  the  total 
weight  of  all  government  is  increasing  tre¬ 
mendously.  And  as  one  looks  forward  to  the 
next  decade,  it  seems  inevitable  that  Na¬ 
tional,  State,  and  local  governments  will 
all  be  asked  to  assume  larger  responsibilities, 
and  that  the  limiting  factor  will  be  not  a 
limitation  on  what  our  people  think  they 
ought  to  have  in  the  way  of  services,  but 
rather  our  capacity  to  pay  for  them.  It 
has  already  been  demonstrated  that  the 
American  people  have  a  voracious  appetite 
for  goods  and  services,  and  it  may  be  said, 

I  think  properly,  that  the  American  people 
want  more  in  the  way  of  services  than  they 
are  willing  to  pay  for.  Many  people  suffer 
from  the  illusion  that  somehow  if  these 
services  are  provided  in  Washington,  they 
do  not  need  to  be  paid  for,  or  at  least  that 
they  themselves  will  not  have  to  pay  for 
them,  but  that  they  will  be  paid  for  by 
someone  else. 

Ultimately  all  of  these  questions  in¬ 
evitably  take  on  important  fiscal  implica¬ 
tions,  and  it  is  in  the  area  of  fiscal  re¬ 
sponsibility  that  many  of  the  problems  make 
their  greatest  impact.  Very  often  argu¬ 
ments  that  are  advanced  on  grounds  of 
equity  and. justice,  when  examined  closely 
really  relate  to  the  question  of  where  the 
burden  is  going  to  fall — on  what  level  of 
government — and  often  there  is  a  kind  of 
naivete,  as  to  how  these  things  ultimately 
are  paid  for. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  would  seem 
to  me  that  it  would  be  unfortunate  if  a 
commission  such  as  is  proposed,  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  could  perform  a  most  useful  service, 
were  to  begin  its  work  by  encouraging  the 
belief  that  it  is  a  device  to  permit  various 
levels  of  government  to  present  claims  to 
the  National  Government,  and  that  in  some 
way  through  this  procedure  the  appropriate 
levels  of  State  government  can  be  bypassed. 
That  is  to  say,  if  the  proposed  commission 
were  to  encourage  municipal  and  county  offi¬ 
cials  to  believe  that  the  commission  is  a 
clearinghouse  or  a  forum  through  which  the 
needs  of  the  communities  are  to  be  ex¬ 
plored,  and  pressures  of  various  kinds  are 
to  be  brought  upon  the  Congress,  on  the 
theory  that  the  State  governments  are 
neither  ready  nor  willing  to  assume  their 
proper  responsibilities,  the  net  effect  could 
be  most  unfortunate. 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  somewhere 
in  the  mandate  of  the  commission,  itself, 
there  ought  to  be  a  rather  clear  statement  of 
the  fact  that  the  commission  is  being  or¬ 
ganized  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  problems  which  beset  it,  of 
pointing  up  the  responsibilities  as  they  ap¬ 
pear,  of  admonishing  the  proper  level  of 
government  when  it*fails  to  meet  these  re¬ 
sponsibilities.  We  seek  to  retain  the  values 
of  our  Federal  system,  not  to  change  it  into 
something  that  would  be  quite  different  and 
which  would  have  the  effect  in  the  long  run 
of  doing  violence  to  the  balanced  system 
that  was  established  by  our  Founding 
Fathers  and  has  stood  us  in  good  stead 
throughout  our  history. 

To  supplement  these  observations,  I  should 
like  to  add  just  a  few  comments  on  this 
matter  of  fiscal  responsibility.  There  is  no 
need  for  me  to  dwell  on  the  problems  of 
the  National  Government.  These  have  been 
amply  presented,  and  certainly  a  committee 
of  the  Congress  needs  no  instruction  from 
me  on  that  point. 

On  the  whole,  as  one  looks  at  the  na¬ 
tional  scene,  it  would  appear  that  the  Na- 
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tional  Government  has  serious  problems, 
that  it  is  currently  operating  at  a  deficit, 
that  the  local  governments,  particularly  the 
metropolitan  areas,  are  also  faced  with 
tremendous  problems  which  are  somewhat 
beyond  their  capacity  in  many  instances, 
and  that,  on  the  whole.  State  governments 
have  been  rather  slow  in  facing  up  to  the 
problems  of  their  citizens  in  the  metropoli¬ 
tan  areas  and  have  been  content  to  permit 
the  short-circuiting  of  their  responsibilities 
by  programs  under  which  the  municipalities 
and  metropolitan  areas  have  brought  their 
problems  to  Washington. 

A  great  deal  of  this  revolves  around  the 
fact  that  the  States  take  the  view  that  the 
National  Government  has  largely  preempted 
many  sources  of  revenue  by  its  high  rate  of 
taxation, that  as  a  result  the  revenues  avail¬ 
able  to  the  States  have  been  greatly 
diminished. 

We  also  have  to  deal  with  the  view  that 
certain  types  of  taxation  are  undesirable 
from  an  economic  or  social  point  of  view.  I 
am  now  referring  to  taxes  on  consumption, 
for  example,  which  in  the  opinion  of  many 
of  our  people  are  regressive  and  are  there¬ 
fore  not  the  appropriate  means  for  enlarge¬ 
ment  of  tax  revenues. 

It  would  be  inappropriate  for  me  to  at¬ 
tempt  to  discourse  on  the  subject  of  taxa¬ 
tion,  on  which  I  am  not  an  expert,  but  I 
would  offer  the  observation  that  there  has 
been  demonstrated  in  many  parts  of  the 
world,  notably  in  Canada,  the  revenue-pro¬ 
ducing  power  of  forms  of  taxation  that  are 
related  to  consumption.  When  we  consider 
the  great  needs  which  we  face  in  many  areas, 
we  ought  not  dismiss  lightly  the  necessity  of 
broadening  the  tax  base  so  that  it  includes 
the  great  mass  of  our  people. 

I  believe  many  competent  authorities  have 
indicated  that  the  amount  of  additional 
revenue  that  is  available  to  us  through  in¬ 
creases  in  the  rate  of  income  tax,  either  in¬ 
dividual  or  corporate  tax,  is  now  quite 
limited. 

Therefore,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  States 
must  give  consideration  to  developing 
sources  of  revenue  which  will  provide  them 
and  their  political  subdivisions  with  the 
kind  of  income  that  is  needed  to  meet  the 
greatly  enlarged  responsibilities  which  they 
face.  And  it  must  be  evident  that  in  the 
next  decade  or  two  the  responsibilities  of 
State  and  local  government  are  likely  to 
grow  even  more  rapidly  than  those  of  the 
National  Government.  The  role  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Government  is  extremely  important 
in  terms  of  directing  the  attention  of  our 
people  to  the  areas  in  which  the  national 
Interest  is  paramount,  and  a  commission 
such  as  is  proposed  could  render  a  very  use¬ 
ful  service  in  making  available  not  only  to 
the  President  and  the  Congress,  but  also 
to  our  citizens  the  relative  importance  of 
the  objectives  to  which  the  various  levels  of 
government  are  striving. 

Unless  this  is  done  with  a  willingness  to 
examine  these  questions  critically,  and  un¬ 
less  there  is  willingness  to  ask  each  level 
of  government  to  assume  its  proper  responsi¬ 
bilities,  we  could  develop  a  situation  which 
would  hamper  the  effective  relationships  be¬ 
tween  the  various  levels  of  government 
rather  than  advance  them. 

Therefore,  if  I  may  sum  up  what  I  have 
to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  would  be  this:  I 
applaud  the  work  which  has  been  done  by 
this  subcommittee.  It  has  been  very  valu¬ 
able  and  highly  constructive.  The  proposal 
for  a  commission  follows  logically  from  the 
work  that  has  been  done  by  the  subcom¬ 
mittee.  It  seems  to  me  to  deserve  wide  sup¬ 
port.  It  seems  to  me  also  that  the  effective 
functioning  of  such  a  commission  must  be 
taken  into  account  before  it  is  actually 
enacted,  its  mandate  must  be  clear  so  that 
there  is  no  disposition  on  the  part  of  the 
State  or  local  governments  to  misunderstand 


the  purposes  for  which  the  commission  is 
established. 

If  such  a  commission  is  established  prop¬ 
erly,  I  should  say  that  it  could  render  a 
useful  and  important  service;  that  its  work 
need  not  conflict  with  other  committees 
that  are  now  under  consideration,  such  as 
the  one  on  metropolitan  areas  proposed  by 
Senator  Clark,  because  the  problems  of  met¬ 
ropolitan  government  will  be  with  us  for  a 
long,  longtime.  A  commission  such  as  is 
proposed  can  perform  a  useful  and  impor¬ 
tant  function  if  it  is  properly  organized, 
properly  manned,  and  if  it  has  the  kind  of 
support  from  the  Congress  ond  the  people 
that  will  permit  it  to  bring  to  its  work  a 
real  spirit  of  inquiry.  It  should  not  become 
merely  a  platform  for  special  pleading  or 
for  the  assertion  of  special  interests  in  our 
society. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  ask  the  Senator  from  Maine  one 
more  question.  Does  the  Senator  fear 
that  the  commission  would  possibly  be 
dominated  from  the  Federal  level?  I 
ask  that  question  knowing  that  only  six 
members  are  to  be  appointed  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident;  three  are  to  be  Senators;  three 
are  to  be  House  Members;  four  are  to  be 
Governors;  three  from  State  legislative 
bodies;  four  are  to  be  mayors;  and  four 
are  to  be  county  officers.  So  the  major¬ 
ity  of  the  27  members  of  the  Commission 
would  come  from  the  State,  county,  and 
municipal  levels.  In  fact,  only  12  would 
come  from  the  Federal  level — six  to  be 
named  by  the  President,  and  three  to  be 
Senators  and  three  to  be  House  Members. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Three  of  the  twelve  to 
be  appointed  by  the  President  would  not 
be  representatives  of  any  level  of  gov¬ 
ernment,  but  would  be  members  of  the 
public  at  large. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Of  the  six  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President,  I  believe  three 
would  be  from  the  executive  branch  and 
three  are  private  citizens. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Of  course,  3  are 
from  the  Senate  and  3  from  the  House, 
which  makes  a  total  of  12  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  level. 

Numerically,  of  course,  there  would 
appear  to  be  no  danger  of  any  Federal 
domination.  I  am  simply  wondering 
whether  the  Senator  believes  that  that 
would  be  the  actual  case  in  operation; 
that  the  commission  would  not  be  dom¬ 
inated  from  the  Federal  level,  but  that 
the  states,  counties,  and  municipalities 
would  have  full  representation  or  would 
be  in  such  strength  that  their  views 
could  be  placed  before  the  commission 
and  before  the  country  in  the  proper 
light. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  think  the  answer  to 
the  Senator’s  question  must  be  found 
not  in  the  legislation  which,  through 
mathematics,  the  committee  member¬ 
ship  has  under  taken  to  achieve  the  ob¬ 
jective  the  Senate  has  in  mind,  but  lies 
rather  in  the  kind  of  persons  who  will 
be  appointed  to  serve  on  the  Commission. 

I  think  it  would  be  of  interest  to  the 
Senator  to  know  that  the  United  States 
Conference  of  Mayors,  the  Governors’ 
Conference,  and  the  Association  of 
County  Officials,  as  well,  all  enthusiasti¬ 
cally  support  the  Commission  and  give 
every  indication,  by  the  kind  and  qual¬ 


ity  of  their  support,  that  they  enthusi¬ 
astically  intend  to  participate  vigorously 
in  the  work  of  the  Commission.  If  they 
do,  then  I  have  no  fear  that  there  will 
be  domination  on  the  part  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  As  the  Senator 
from  Maine  knows,  I  am  vitally  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  separation  of  the  rights 
between  the  Federal  Government  and 
the  States.  The  Constitution  has  dele¬ 
gated  to  the  Federal  Government  cer¬ 
tain  powers,  and  has  reserved  all  other 
powers  to  the  States.  I  am  sure  the 
Senator  could  give  assurance  that,  in 
his  opinion,  the  Commission  will  operate 
within  the  framework  of  the  Constitu¬ 
tion,  and  that  there  will  not  be  efforts 
to  go  beyond  the  Constitution  and  bring 
about  changes,  even  though  apparently 
beneficial,  which  would  tend  to  violate 
the  Constitution. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  It  is  certainly  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  framers  of  the  proposed  leg¬ 
islation  to  undertake  to  achieve  a  bal¬ 
ance  within  the  limits  of  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  and  a  balance  and  coordination 
among  the  various  levels  of  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Maine. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
for  his  colloquy  and  his  contribution  to 
an  understanding  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  The  Senator  from 
Maine  mentioned  the  work  of.  the  Foun¬ 
tain  subcommittee  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations.  This 
committee  is  headed  by  Representative 
Lawrence  H.  Fountain,  of  the  Second 
Congressional  District  of  North  Caro¬ 
lina.  Representative  Fountain  did  mag¬ 
nificent  work  in  this  field  and  has  done 
outstanding  work  in  advocating  the 
proposed  legislation  which  the  Senate  is 
now  considering.  I  simply  bear  witness 
to  the  fact  that  Representative  Foun¬ 
tain,  and  the  able  and  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maine,  both  merit  the 
thanks  of  the  American  people  for  the 
fine  work  they  have  done  in  connection 
with  the  bill. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina.  I  should  like  at 
this  time  to  pay  my  tribute  to  the  out¬ 
standing  efforts  of  Representative  Foun¬ 
tain  in  behalf  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Maine 
yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield. 

Mi’.  KEATING.  There  was  so  much 
mumbling  going  on  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  that  I  had  to  follow  the  practice 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  and  come  over  to 
this  side  so  that  I  could  hear  the  Sen¬ 
ator.  The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  indicated 
that  there  is  some  dire  problem  when 
Congress  and  the  President  are  of  dif¬ 
ferent  political  parties.  I  remember 
well  that  he  asked  for  the  resignation  of 
President  Truman  because  a  Republican 
Congress  had  been  elected.  I  felt  that 
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that  was  unwise  at  the  time;  I  think  it 
is  unwise  today.  I  do  not  know  how  he 
feels  about  it  today. 

I  hope  the  commission,  to  be  estab¬ 
lished  for  the  purpose  of  studying  inter- 
govei-nmental  relations,  will  not  deterio¬ 
rate  into  a  body  for  the  discussion  or 
the  consideration  of  extraneous  matters 
such  as  those  brought  up  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

I  support  the  bill.  I  myself  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  to  establish  a  joint  commit¬ 
tee  for  the  same  purpose.  I  happen  to 
favor  the  joint  committee  approach. 
But  I  certainly  support  the  proposal  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Maine. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  statement 
which  I  have  prepared  in  support  of  the 
bill  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Keating  on  Advisory 

Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Re¬ 
lations 

I  wish  to  comment  on  the  importance  of 
devoting  careful  study  at  a  high  level  to  the 
problems  which  we  face  in  the  general  area 
of  intergovernmental  relations.  This  is  by 
no  means  the  first  time  that  I  have  spoken 
on  this  subject.  In  fact,  my  first  speech  as 
a  member  of  the  Senate  dealt  with  the  need 
for  measures  to  effectively  remedy  problems 
pertaining  to  economic  relations  between 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  States. 
On  that  occasion,  I  urged  that  a  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Congress  on  Federal-State  Eco¬ 
nomic  Relations  be  set  up  to  formulate  a 
comprehensive  program  of  action  to  alle¬ 
viate  these  difficulties.  Several  weeks  ago, 
on  August  11,  I  introduced  Senate  Concur¬ 
rent  Resolution  70  to  accomplish  this  pur¬ 
pose. 

The  Federal  Government  has  on  many 
occasions  dealt  effectively  and  swiftly  with 
problems  in  which  the  authority  of  the 
various  governmental  units  have  clashed. 
Students  of  American  Government  have 
studied  these  problems,  and  have  produced 
many  useful  and  illuminating  proposals  for 
dealing  with  them.  Several  official  govern¬ 
mental  bodies  have  been  established  with  a 
mandate  to  further  this  research  and  to 
systematize  and  publicize  that  which  has 
already  been  completed.  A  great  wealth  of 
literature  has  been  developed  on  this  subject. 

The  bill  which  is  before  us  today  envisions 
a  further  step  in  the  treatment  of  problems 
in  the  field  of  Federal-State  relations.  It 
would  establish  a  mechanism  whereby  in¬ 
formation  and  research  materials  in  this  field 
would  be  collected  and  analyzed  at  the  high¬ 
est  level  of  our  Government.  Briefly  stated, 
an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations,  as  proposed  in  the  bill 
before  us  today,  would  serve  in  a  top-level 
capacity  as  a  study  and  advisory  unit  dedi¬ 
cated  to  the  betterment  of  governmental 
relations  between  the  Federal  Government 
and  its  various  component  units. 

There  are  several  alternative  ways  in  which 
problems  of  Federal-State  relations  could  be 
handled.  It  is  my  own  feeling  that  this 
purpose  would  be  best  accomplished  by  a 
joint  congressional  committee  rather  than 
by  an  Advisory  Commission.  A  congres¬ 
sional  committee  would,  in  my  opinion,  be 
more  able  to  initiate  direct  action  imple¬ 
menting  specific  proposals  to  improve  inter¬ 
governmental  relations.  Perhaps  this  is  the 
next  step  beyond  the  Commission  which  we 
contemplate  today.  Although  I  favor  this 
particular  approach,  I  certainly  do  not  want 


to  prevent  Congress  from  taking  the  im¬ 
portant  step  forward  which  the  legislation 
before  us  would  accomplish. 

It  is  of  great  importance  to  me  that  every 
opportunity  be  taken  to  devise  new  and 
better  ways  to  approach  the  overwhelming 
tasks  with  which  our  Federal  Government  is 
faced.  I  support  this  bill  because  I  welcome 
action  which  will  allow  us  to  tap  the  ideas 
of  both  experts  and  practitioners  in  the  field 
of  government.  It  is  my  view  that  govern¬ 
ment,  to  be  effective,  must  work  with  and 
place  great  reliance  upon  creative  individuals 
who  are  seeking  to  meet  new  challenges  with 
new  ideas.  The  action  which  we  are  asked 
to  take  today  in  establishing  an  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
constitutes  a  significant  step  endorsing  the 
spirit  of  political  innovation  which  is  so 
essential  if  we  are  to  successfully  meet  the 
great  domestic  and  international  problems 
with  which  the  United  States  is  faced. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Before  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York  goes  back  to  his  own 
side  of  the  aisle — I  assume  he  is  return¬ 
ing — I  may  say  that  I  asked  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maine  to  yield  to  me  so  that 
we  could  make  clear  that  the  visit  by 
the  Senator  from  New  York  is  a  tem¬ 
porary  one. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  assure  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  that  it  is  temporary. 
He  need  have  no  worry. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  It  is  only  for  today? 

Mr.  KEATING.  It  is  simply  in  order 
to  hear  better.  There  is  so  much  mum¬ 
bling  that  goes  on  over  here,  that  we 
cannot  hear  on  our  side  of  the  aisle 
what  is  being  said  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle.  I  have  simply  moved  over,  as  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  did  the  other  day. 
He  was  having  the  same  difficulty  then 
as  I  am  having  now.  He  could  not  hear 
the  majority  leader. 

I  simply  came  over  to  this  side  of  the 
aisle  to  listen.  I  give  my  pledge  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota 
that  I  shall  stay  here  only  long  enough 
to  listen;  then  I  shall  return  to  the 
proper  side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  So  long  as  the 
Senator  from  New  York  is  forewarned,  it 
is  all  right.  But  he  knows  it  is  extremely 
dangerous  to  come  close  enough  to  hear 
what  the  Democrats  have  to  say,  for 
fear  he  might  be  converted. 

Mr.  KEATING.  No.  There  is  no 
danger  of  that,  although  I  find  among 
Senators  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  some 
of  my  very  best  personal  friends,  includ¬ 
ing  the  distinguished  majority  leader, 
who  I  see  has  come  to  the  floor  after 
arduous  work  in  other  areas.  I  do  not 
see  how  he  handles  his  big  job. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mi’.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Maine  yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  New  York  for  his  gener¬ 
osity.  I  have  not  just  come  to  the  floor. 
But  I  am  delighted  that  the  Senator  has 
been  so  busy  that  he  could  not  observe 
me.  I  have  been  transacting  business 
toward  the  rear  of  the  Chamber. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  do  not  see  how  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Texas  does 
all  that  he  does. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Sometimes 
I  wonder  myself. 


Mr.  KEATING.  The  Senator  from 
Texas  is  on  the  floor  more  than  any 
other  Senator. 

Perhaps  the  Senator  from  Texas  did 
not  hear  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
speak.  That  was  what  I  was  comment¬ 
ing  on,  primarily. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  could  continue  to 
raise  questions,  including  one  which  was 
suggested  by  the  remarks  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York,  in  that  he  said  he 
was  unhappy  about  what  happened  in 
the  last  election,  since  at  that  time  he 
was  opposed  to  divided  government. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  all  the  ex¬ 
perts  now  forecast  that,  regardless  of 
what  happens  in  the  election  in  1960, 
the  Congress  will  continue  to  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  Democratic  Party,  I  won¬ 
der  whether  the  Senator  from  New  York 
will  carry  his  preference  so  far  as  to  be 
opposed  to  having  a  Republican  Presi¬ 
dent  in  1960.  Perhaps  he  will  agree  that 
there  should  be  a  Democratic  President 
at  that  time,  so  as  to  be  assured  that 
we  would  not  have  a  divided  govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  misunderstood 
me.  A  divided  government  works — al¬ 
though  not  as  well  as  when  the  control 
of  both  the  executive  branch  and  the 
legislative  branch  is  in  the  same  party. 

But  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  ob¬ 
jected.  The  Senator  will  remember  how 
he  wanted  to  have  President  Truman 
resign,  in  order  that  a  Republican  could 
be  made  President — although  he  did  not 
specify  just  what  Republican  would  be 
selected,  or  how  that  detail  would  be 
worked  out.  If  I  had  known  how  he 
would  have  worked  it  out,  I  might  have 
been  more  sympathetic  to  his  proposal. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  thought  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  subscribed  to  that 
idea — at  least,  back  in  1958. 

Mr.  KEATING.  No;  I  was  referring 
to  the  statement  by  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  that  dire  results  would  come 
from  divided  control. 

I  think  it  preferable  to  have  the  con¬ 
trol  of  both  the  executive  branch  and 
the  legislative  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  one  party — but  not  so  prefer¬ 
able  or  so  desirable  as  to  warrant  the 
drastic  arrangement  of  having  a  Demo¬ 
cratic  President.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  appreciate  the 
contribution  the  Senator  from  New  York 
has  made  while  he  has  been  standing 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Well,  it  has  been  a 
pleasure  to  me  to  stand  on  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  side  of  the  aisle  for  a  time,  and  I 
have  enjoyed  myself  while  I  have  been 
here. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  We  have  been  glad 
to  have  the  Senator  from  New  York  here 
for  even  so  short  a  period  of  time. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  President,  let  me  say  that  in  the 
last  few  weeks  the  Congress  has  taken 
action  on  3  or  4  bills  which  have  involved 
the  question  of  State-Federal  relation¬ 
ships,  and  with  regard  to  which  those 
relationships  have  constituted  an  impor¬ 
tant  consideration.  In  that  connection, 
for  instance,  let  me  refer  to  the  bill,  re¬ 
cently  passed  by  the  Senate,  which  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  taxes  on  interstate  sales  by 
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certain  corporations;  also  the  highway 
bill,  which  involved  the  question  of  fi¬ 
nancing  and  the  question  of  control  of 
the  rights-of-way;  and  also  the  labor  bill, 
in  connection  with  which  one  of  the  im¬ 
portant  points  for  consideration  was  the 
so-called  no  man’s  land  question.  In 
short,  almost  any  major  issue  which  re¬ 
lates  to  or  involves  Federal-State  gov¬ 
ernmental  control  deserves  attention  of 
this  sort. 

So  I  am  sure  all  my  colleagues  join  me 
in  commending  the  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Muskie]  for  having  taken  the  ini¬ 
tiative  in  regard  to  the  establishment  of 
such  a  commission.  On  the  basis  of  his 
record  as  the  Governor  of  Maine  and  his 
record  here  in  the  Senate,  I  am  sure  that 
we  need  have  no  concern  as  to  whether 
the  study  will  be  an  objective  one.  Cer¬ 
tainly  we  are  assured  that  it  will  be  or¬ 
derly,  thorough,  and  objective. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Maine  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Alaska. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  join  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
in  stating  that  certainly  the  Senator 
from  Maine  is  to  be  commended  for  his 
presentation  of  the  bill  to  the  Senate. 

I  had  some  questions  about  the  bill, 
but  they  have  been  completely  answered 
by  the  lucid  and  thorough  explanation 
the  Senator  from  Maine  has  given.  I 
am  sure  his  guidance  and  leadership  in 
connection  with  this  important  matter 
will  assure  the  taking  of  this  forward 
step  in  coordination  between  the  various 
branches  of  government  in  our  country. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  for  his  generous  remarks. 

Mr.  President,  before  I  conclude  my 
remarks  on  the  bill,  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
plete  paying  my  compliments  to  Repre- 
setative  Fountain.  Without  the  out¬ 
standing  work  he  did,  the  bill  would  not 
have  been  prepared.  He  worked  very 
hard  for  years,  both  on  the  hearings  and 
on  the  Kestnbaum  report;  and  those 
hearings  and  that  thorough  considera¬ 
tion  resulted  in  the  production  of  this 
bill.  I  was  able  to  work  with  him  be¬ 
cause  of  my  experience  as  Governor. 
Certainly  it  has  been  a  real  privilege  to 
work  with  him  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Can¬ 
non  in  the  chair).  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  committee  amendment, 
which  will  be  stated. 

The  amendment  of  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  was  to  strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert : 

ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
RELATIONS 

Section  1.  There  is  hereby  established  a 
permanent  bipartisan  commission  to  be 
known  as  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations,  hereinafter  referred 
to  as  the  "Commission”. 

DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  Because  the  complexity  of  modern 
life  intensifies  the  need  in  a  federal  form 
of  government  for  the  fullest  cooperation 
and  coordination  of  activities  between  the 
levels  of  government,  and  because  popula¬ 
tion  growth  and  scientific  developments  por¬ 
tend  an  increasingly  complex  society  in  fu¬ 
ture  years.  It  is  essential  that  an  appropriate 
agency  be  established  to  give  continuing  at¬ 
tention  to  intergovernmental  problems. 


It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in  the 
performance  it  its  duties,  will — 

(1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the 
Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  for 
the  consideration  of  common  problems; 

(2)  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  ad¬ 
ministration  and  coordination  of  Federal 
grant  and  other  programs  requiring  inter¬ 
governmental  cooperation; 

(3)  give  critical  attention  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  and  controls  involved  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  Federal  grant  programs; 

(4)  make  available  technical  assistance  to 
the  executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  review  of  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  to  determine  its  overall 
effect  on  the  federal  system; 

(5)  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an 
early  stage  of  emerging  public  problems 
that  are  likely  to  require  intergovernmental 
cooperation; 

(6)  recommend,  within  the  framework 'of 
the  Constitution,  the  most  desirable  alloca¬ 
tion  of  governmental  functions,  responsibili¬ 
ties,  and  revenues  among  the  several  levels  of 
government;  and 

(7)  recommend  methods  of  coordinating 
and  simplifying  tax  laws  and  administrative 
practices  to  achieve  a  more  orderly  and  less 
competitive  fiscal  relationship  between  the 
levels  of  government  and  to  reduce  the  bur¬ 
den  of  compliance  for  taxpayers. 

MEMBERSHIP  OP  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  com¬ 
posed  of  twenty-seven  members,  as  follows: 

(1)  Six  appointed  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  three  of  whom  shall  be  of¬ 
ficers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  three  private  citizens,  all  of 
whom  shall  have  had  experience  or  familiar¬ 
ity  with  relations  between  the  levels  of  gov¬ 
ernment; 

(2)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of 
the  Senate,  who  shall  be  Members  of  the 
Senate; 

(3)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  who  shall  be  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House; 

(4)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  eight  governors  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Governors’  Conference; 

(5)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  six  members  of  State 
legislative  bodies  submitted  by  the  board  of 
managers  of  the  Council  of  State  Govern¬ 
ments; 

(6)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  eight  mayors  submitted 
jointly  by  the  American  Municipal  Associa¬ 
tion  and  the  United  States  Conference  of 
Mayors; 

(7)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  eight  elected  county 
officers  submitted  by  the  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  County  Officials. 

(b)  The  members  appointed  from  private 
life  under  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  appointed  without  regard  to  po¬ 
litical  affiliation;  of  each  class  of  members 
enumerated  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of 
subsection  (a),  two  shall  be  from  the  ma¬ 
jority  party  of  the  respective  houses;  of  each 
class  of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs 
(4),  (5),  (6),  and  (7)  of  subsection  (a), 
not  more  than  two  shall  be  from  any  one 
political  party;  of  each  class  of  members 
enumerated  in  paragraphs  (5),  (6),  and  (7) 
of  subsection  (a) ,  not  more  than  one  shall  be 
from  any  one  State;  at  least  two  of  the  ap¬ 
pointees  under  paragraph  (6)  of  subsection 

(a)  shall  be  from  cities  under  five  hundred 
thousand  population. 

(c)  The  term  of  office  of  each  member  of 
the  Commission  shall  be  two  years,  but 
members  shall  be  eligible  for  reappointment. 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  President  shall  convene  the 
Commission  within  ninety  days  following  en¬ 
actment  of  this  Act  at  such  time  and  place 
as  he  may  designate  for  the  Commission’s 
initial  meeting.  ’ 
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(b)  The  President  shall  designate  a  Chair¬ 
man  and  a  Vice  Chairman  from  among  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commission. 

(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the 
Commission  shall  be  filled  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  in  which  the  original  appointment  was 
made;  except  that  where  the  number  of 
vacancies  is  fewer  than  the  number  of  mem¬ 
bers  specified  in  paragraphs  4,  5,  6,  and  7  of 
section  3(a),  each  panel  of  names  submitted 
in  accordance  with  the  aforementioned  para¬ 
graphs  shall  contain  at  least  two  names  for 
each  vacancy. 

(d)  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in 
the  official  position  from  which  originally 
appointed  under  section  3(a),  his  place  on 
the  Commission  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
vacant. 

(e)  Fourteen  members  of  the  Commission 
shall  constitute  a  quorum,  but  two  or  more 
members  shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  hearings. 

DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Com¬ 
mission — 

(1)  to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to  make 
such  studies  and  investigations  as  are  neces¬ 
sary  or  desirable  in  the  accomplishment  of 
the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  2  of  this 
Act; 

(2)  to  consider,  on  its  own  initiative,  ways 
and  means  for  fostering  better  relations  be¬ 
tween  the  levels  of  government; 

(3)  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  on  or  before 
January  31  of  each  year.  The  Commission 
may  also  submit  such  additional  reports  to 
the  President,  to  the  Congress  or  any  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of 
government  or  organization  as  the  Commis¬ 
sion  may  deem  appropriate. 

POWERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the 
authorization  of  the  Commission,  any  sub¬ 
committee  or  members  thereof,  may,  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  hold  eueh  hearings,  take  such 
testimony,  and  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and 
places  as  the  Commission  deems  advisable. 
Any  member  of  the  Commission  may  admin¬ 
ister  oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses  ap¬ 
pearing  before  the  Commission  or  any  sub¬ 
committee  or  members  thereof. 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instru¬ 
mentality  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government,  including  independent  agen¬ 
cies,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  furnish  to 
the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by  the 
Chairman  or  Vice  Chairman,  such  informa¬ 
tion  as  the  Commission  deems  necessary  to 
carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to 
appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of,  and  remove 
a  staff  director  without  regard  to  the  civil- 
service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949.  Such  appointment  shall  be  made  solely 
on  the  basis  of  fitness  to  perform  the  duties 
of  the  position  and  without  regard  to  politi¬ 
cal  affiliation. 

(d)  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  may  be  adopted  by  the  Commission,  the 
Chairman,  without  regard  to  the  civil-serv¬ 
ice  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
and  without  reference  to  political  affiliation, 
shall  have  the  power — 

(1)  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of, 
and  remove  such  other  personnel  as  he 
deems  necessary, 

(2)  to  procure  temporary  and  intermit¬ 
tent  services  to  the  same  extent  as  is  author¬ 
ized  by  section  15  of  the  Administrative  Ex¬ 
penses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  but  at  rates 
not  to  exceed  $50  a  day  for  individuals. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
Act,  persons  in  the  employ  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  under  subsections  (c)  and  (d)(1)  of 
this  section  shall  be  considered  to  be  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  for  all  purposes,  including — • 

(1)  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as 
amended.  (5  U.S.C.  2251-2267), 
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(2)  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Life 
Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
2091-2103), 

( 3 )  annual  and  sick  leave,  and 

(4)  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  835—842) . 

(f)  No  individual  employed  in  the  service 
of  the  Commission  shall  be  paid  compensa¬ 
tion  for  such  employment  at  a  rate  in  excess 
of  $20,000  per  annum. 

COMPENSATION  OP  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission 
•who  are  Members  of  Congress,  officers  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government, 
Governors,  or  full-time  salaried  officers  of 
city  and  county  governments  shall  serve 
without  compensation  in  addition  to  that 
received  in  their  regular  public  employment, 
but  shall  be  allowed  necessary  travel  ex¬ 
penses  (or,  in  the  alternative,  a  per  diem  in 
lieu  of  subsistence  and  mileage  not  to  exceed 
the  rates  prescribed  in  the  Travel  Expense 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended) ,  without  regard  to 
the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  835-842),  the  Standardized  Gov¬ 
ernment  Travel  Regulations,  or  section  10  of 
the  Act  of  March  3,  1933  (5  U.S.C.  73b),  and 
other  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  them  In 
the  performance  of  duties  vested  in  the 
Commission. 

(b)  Members  of  the  Commission,  other 
than  those  to  whom  subsection  (a)  is  appli¬ 
cable,  shall  receive  compensation  at  the  rate 
of  $50  per  day  for  each  day  they  are  engaged 
in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commission  and  shall  be  entitled 
to  reimbursement  for  travel,  subsistence,  and 
other  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  them 
in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commission,  as  provided  for  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

AUTHORIZATION  OP  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  consideration 
of  Calendar  No.  733,  House  bill  6904,  to 
establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of 
House  bill  6904  be  stricken  out,  and  that 
there  be  substituted  therefor  the  text 
of  Senate  bill  2026,  as  amended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Maine. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  is  on  the  engrossment  of 
the  amendment  and  the  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  (H.R.  6904)  was  read  the 
third  time  and  passed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  Senate  bill  2026  will  be  in¬ 
definitely  postponed. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  House  bill  6904 
was  passed  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
motion  to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ment,  request  a  conference  thereon  with 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  that 
the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Muskie, 
Mr.  Humphrey,  and  Mr.  Mundt  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

Exhibit  1 

Statement  or  Hon.  Gordon  S.  Clinton, 
Mayor  of  the  City  of  Seattle,  Wash. 
Mayor  Clinton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Mi-.  Chairman,  members  of  the  joint  com¬ 
mittee,  my  name  is  Gordon  S.  Clinton.  I 
am  mayor  of  the  city  of  Seattle,  Wash.,  ap¬ 
pearing  here  before  you  today  both  in  my 
capacity  as  mayor  of  Seattle  and  on  behalf 
of  the  American  Municipal  Association  on 
whose  executive  committee  I  have  the  honor 
of  serving. 

The  American  Municipal  Association  is,  as 
you  know,  the  national  representative  of  ap¬ 
proximately  13,000  municipal  governments 
throughout  the  United  States  and  Puerto 
Rico.  It  is  organized  on  the  basis  of  affilia¬ 
tion  with  the  State  Leagues  of  Municipalities 
in  45  States  plus  225  direct  member  cities. 

Cities  eligible  for  direct  membership  must 
have  a  population  of  50,000  or  more,  or  be  a 
State  capital  or  one  of  the  10  largest  cities 
in  the  State. 

The  AMS’s  support  for  the  creation  of  a 
permanent  Commission  on  Intergovernment¬ 
al  Relations  is  of  long  standing. 

I  believe  that  the  original  resolution  passed 
by  our  membership  was  introduced  in  1954, 
and  has  been  a  part  of  our  national  munici¬ 
pal  policy  since  that  date. 

We  support  the  creation  of  a  permanent 
commission  for  several  very  important  rea¬ 
sons.  The  principal  one  of  which  is  the  fact 
that  the  existing  state  of  intergovernmental 
relations  is  notably  poor  and  that,  so  far, 
attempts  to  promote  improvement  have  been 
distinguished  by  failure  or  inability  to  come 
to  grips  with  the  problem. 

As  I  believe  the  members  of  this  commit¬ 
tee  have  heard  at  considerable  length  and 
with  some  repetition  perhaps,  the  whole  gov¬ 
ernments  of  this  country  are  not  on  par¬ 
ticularly  good  terms  with  the  governments 
of  the  respective  States.  Part  of  our  prob¬ 
lems  with  the  States  stem  primarily,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  from  the  fact  that  they,  for  one  rea¬ 
son  or  another,  are  unaware  of  or  not  par¬ 
ticularly  interested  in  the  nature  and  extent 
of  the  real  problems  being  faced  by  the  urban 
areas. 

In  fairness,  it  must  be  admitted  that  they, 
on  the  State  level,  are  preoccupied  with  what 
they  consider  problems  equally  as  pressing 
at  the  State  level.  And  former  Governor 
Muskie  will  certainly  echo  that,  I  am  sure. 

It  is,  I  am  afraid,  also  true  that  the  States 
find  urban  problems  complex,  not  amenable 
to  easy  or  inexpensive  solution,  and  there¬ 
fore  prefer  to  let  the  local  governments  go 
it  alone. 

As  I  think  you  well  know,  municipal  gov¬ 
ernments  generally  prefer  to  deal  with  the 
Federal  Government  because  they  find  it 
more  sympathetic  and  responsive  to  urban 
needs.  But  even  dealing  with  the  Federal 
Government  they  encounter  a  general  in¬ 
ability  to  completely  comprehend  the  real 
scope  of  the  total  urban  problem,  and  a 
somewhat  disturbing  lack  of  appreciation  of 
their  fiscal  and  administrative  limitations. 

We  honestly  believe  that  our  problems  are 
not  fully  understood  nor  fully  appreciated 
at  either  the  State  or  Federal  levels  and 
we  certainly  welcome  any  sort  of  organiza¬ 
tion  which  could  make  our  problems  real 
and  compelling  to  the  States  and  to  our 
Federal  Government. 

Secondly,  we  support  the  creation  of  the 
Commission  because  by  the  enactment  of 
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this  measure,  we  will  have  achieved  on  the 
part  of  Congress  and  the  President  formal 
recognition  that  good  intergovernmental  re¬ 
lations  are  essential  to  the  competent  con¬ 
duct  of  government  in  general. 

Thirdly,  a  Presidential  Commission  with 
the  considerable  prestige  that  attaches  to 
such  groups  provides  an  open  forum  of  the 
kind  needed  to  objectively  analyze  and  dis¬ 
cuss  the  functions  and  responsibilities  of 
the  various  levels  of  government  in  the  solu¬ 
tion  of  problems  posed  by  continued  and  ac¬ 
celerating  population  growth  and  urban  ex¬ 
pansion. 

Fourthly,  because  the  Commission  proposal 
recognizes  the  need  for  equitable,  responsi¬ 
ble,  and  knowledgeable  representation  on  the 
part  of  all  levels  of  government,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  is  the  sense  of  the  distinguished 
Representative  Fountain  and  one  of  the 
sponsors  of  this  bill — an  awareness  of  that,  . 
we  feel,  that  the  conclusions  reached  as  a 
result  of  its  deliberations  will  enjoy  consid¬ 
erable  acceptance  on  the  part  of  all  levels 
of  government.  Much  more  I  might  add 
than  has  been  possible  through  the  action 
of  any  committee  or  other  ad  hoc  group 
established  to  carry  out  functions  of  the 
kind  assigned  by  the  bill  to  the  Advisory 
Commission. 

Finally,  we  believe  that  all  levels  of  gov¬ 
ernment  should  studiously  and  conscien¬ 
tiously  pursure  all  possible  courses  toward 
the  development  of  better  and  more  efficient 
government.  For,  after  all,  that  is  the  task 
of  all,  whether  it  is  on  a  local.  State,  or 
National  basis. 

We  are  convinced  that  one  method  of 
securing  this  objective  is  to  develop  more 
harmonious  relationships  between  States  and 
Federal  Government  and  the  municipali¬ 
ties. 

We  believe  that  under  our  Federal  system 
the  fullfledged  and  continuing  cooperation 
of  all  levels  of  government  is  mandatory. 
We  believe  it  to  be  essential  to  our  future 
as  a  Nation. 

We  also  very  firmly  believe  that  the  prob¬ 
lems  and  areas  of  interest  to  be  discussed  and 
analyzed  by  the  Commission  must  be  ap¬ 
proached  with  a  reasonably  open  mind  and 
on  the  basis  of  the  realization  that  never  in 
the  history  of  our  Nation  have  we  faced  the 
kinds  and  types  of  problems  that  our  urban 
growth  and  development  pose  for  us  today. 
When  we  realize  that  almost  two-thirds  of 
the  people  of  the  United  States  are  living 
in  some  18  or  20  of  the  large  metropolitan 
areas  and  that  they  are  part  of  tjie  exploding 
metropolis  that  we  are  all  keenly  conscious 
of,  particularly  those  who  work  most  directly 
on  the  local  level. 

I  am  certain  that  we  can  effect  better  in¬ 
tergovernmental  relationships,  that  we  can 
encourage  and  promote  realinement  of  func¬ 
tional  responsibilities  at  various  levels  of 
government,  that  we  can  do  some  within  the 
broad  framework  of  government  laid  down 
by  our  Constitution.  And  in  so  doing,  be 
secure  in  the  knowledge  that  our  democratic 
process  and  individual  freedoms  need  never 
be  violated  in  the  course  of  our  work. 

Representative  Fountain.  Thank  you  very 
much,  Mayor  Clinton,  for  your  very  signi¬ 
ficant  contribution  to  the  work  of  our  com¬ 
mittee. 

Senator  Muskie? 

Senator  Muskie.  I  have  just  one  question 
that  I  would  like  to  ask  Mayor  Clinton.  At 
the  outset  I  join  Congressman  Fountain  in 
expressing  appreciation  of  your  statement. 
There  are  other  questions  I  would  like  to  ask 
but  time  is  fleeting. 

One  question  I  would  like  to  ask  is  this: 
One  of  the  objections  which  occurs  from 
time  to  time  in  the  course  of  these  hearings 
on  the  bills  is  the  size  of  the  proposed  Com¬ 
mission.  It  is  suggested  that  it  would  be 
too  cumbersome  and  because  of  the  fact  that 
it  cannot  meet  on  a  continuing  basis,  that 
it  might  not  give  the  positive  and  continu- 
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ing  direction  that  the  work  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  should  have. 

Of  course,  one  of  the  reasons  why  it  is  so 
large  is  in  order  to  give  broad  representation. 

Mayor  Clinton.  Yes. 

Senator  Muskie.  What  would  be  your  re¬ 
action  to  a  suggestion  that  has  been  made 
that  the  Commission  itself  ought  to  be  com¬ 
posed  of  three  people  representing  each  of 
the  three  levels  of  government  and  advised 
by  the  committee  which  is  broadly  repre¬ 
sentative  in  its  makeup? 

By  asking  the  question  I  am  not  sug¬ 
gesting  any  personal  reaction  to  it.  X  simply 
inquire  as  to  yours. 

Mayor  Clinton.  As  you  have  aptly  stated, 
part  of  the  sense  of  this  proposed  legislation, 
as  I  see  it,  is  to  provide  adequate  representa¬ 
tion  on  all  levels  of  the  Government,  and 
likewise  as  has  been  pointed  out,  the  status 
and  prestige  involved  of  a  commission,  that 
is  inescapable,  I  think  we  are  led  to  that. 
The  thing  we  would  have  to  ask,  in  view  of 
the  problem  you  point  up,  which  is  a  real 
one — because  here  you  are  calling  on,  for 
example,  mayors  and  representatives  of 
States,  Governors,  and  county  representa¬ 
tives,  and  there  would  be  a  need  for  con¬ 
tinuing  action — part  of  the  problem  is  maybe 
a  physical  one.  I  am  not  satisfied  just  in 
my  first  reaction  that  a  three-man  com¬ 
mission  would  have  the  breadth  that  I  think 
we  would  want  if  we  were  to  acquire  com¬ 
mission  status. 

It  just  seems  to  me,  that  is  my  first  re¬ 
action,  that  there  is  a  need  for  the  President 
to  be  in  on  this,  there  is  a  very  definite  need 
for  Congress  to  be  aware  of  it.  The  one 
without  the  other  in  my  judgment  is  not 
satisfactory.  There  is  a  need,  yes,  for  the 
State;  and  this  goes  to  the  point  of  another 
level  of  government,  the  county  and  the 
municipalities  with  the  U.S.  Conference  of 
Mayors  and  American  Municipal  Association 
submitting  a  panel  from  which  several  would 
be  appointed. 

In  specific  answer  to  your  question  maybe 
24  might  be  unwieldy,  but  I  think  it  should 
be  more  than  3,  otherwise  I  do  not  think 
we  get  the  broad  dissemination  of  support 
and  understanding,  perhaps,  that  we  are 
seeking  in  such  a  permanent  commission  as 
this.  That  is  my  best  impression,  Senator. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  would  agree  with  you 
wholeheartedly  that  we  must  have  a  sense 
of  participation  by  all  three  levels  of  gov¬ 
ernment,  that  State  and  local  governments 
should  not  be  made  to  feel  that  this  is  simply 
another  Federal  agency. 

Mayor  Clinton.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Muskie.  Which  will  give  pious 
attention  to  their  opinions  and  judgments 
and  problems,  but  continue  on  its  own.  I 
agree  with  that  wholeheartedly.  I  do  not 
know  how  you  can  resolve  this  problem  per¬ 
fectly.  I  do  appreciate  your  comments. 
Perhaps  6  or  12  might  be  better. 

Thank  you. 

Representative  Fountain.  While  taking 
testimony  in  our  regional  hearings,  we  did 
not  have  this  particular  legislation  in  mind. 
It  is,  rather,  an  outgrowth  of  the  testimony 
which  we  received  throughout  the  country. 
One  of  the  things  we  frequently  heard,  par¬ 
ticularly  from  city  representatives,  is  that 
the  point  or  points  of  view  of  local  govern¬ 
ment  are  not  always  represented  or  ade¬ 
quately  understood  when  public  commis¬ 
sions  study  intergovernmental  relations. 
And  we  found  some  differences  of  opinion  as 
between  the  representatives  of  large  metro¬ 
politan  areas  and  those  from  smaller  com¬ 
munities.  And  we  noted  the  same  thing 
with  respect  to  the  counties,  where  you  have 
metropolitan  counties  as  well  as  rural  coun¬ 
ties.  The  representation  of  these  differing 
viewpoints  at  the  local  level  alone  makes  a 
very  small  commission  impractical. 

Moreover,  if  the  Advisory  Commission  is  to 
function  effectively,  I  can  well  envision  the 
necessity  for  its  working  through  subcom¬ 


mittees  so  that  certain  problems  will  be 
studied  by  a  few  members  of  that  Com¬ 
mission  on  a  continuing  basis. 

And  that  is  another  reason  for  a  larger 
commission  than  we  might  normally  prefer. 

I  would  like  to  ask  you  one  other  ques¬ 
tion.  Which  procedure  do  you  think  is  pref¬ 
erable:  Appointment  of  members  by  the 
President  from  a  panel  submitted  by  the 
various  levels  of  government  through  their 
organizations,  or  appointment  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  in  consultation  with  and  upon  the 
advice  of  these  various  organizations? 

Mayor  Clinton.  I  would  concur  with  the 
statement  made  by  Senator  McCarthy.  I 
do  not  think  it  makes  too  much  difference. 
I  would  not  labor  the  point,  actually,  but 
I  do  feel  that  the  important  part  is  to  see 
to  it  that  the  executive  branch  and  the  leg¬ 
islative  branch,  together,  are  aware  that 
there  is  not  a  hiatus  that  exists,  that,  for 
example,  if  Congress  is  aware  of  something 
that  is  not  reflected  in  the  executive  branch 
and  vice  versa,  there  may  be  a  void  that 
exists,  and  something  less  than  the  com¬ 
plete  rapport  and  understanding  that  we 
seek  to  accomplish  by  such  a  bill  as  you 
could  sponsor. 

Representative  Fountain.  One  witness  said 
this  morning  that  he  thought  it  possible  that 
the  various  organizations  might  find  it  em¬ 
barrassing  to  select  the  panel  of  members 
from  which  the  President  would  make  the 
appointments. 

Mayor  Clinton.  I  think  that  could  be 
resolved  and  worked  out,  actually. 

Representative  Fountain,  Mrs.  Dwyer. 

Representative  Dwyer.  No  questions. 

Representative  Fountain.  Any  other  ques¬ 
tions?  (No  response.) 

Thank  you  very  much.  If  you  have  any 
supplementary  suggestions  which  you  would 
like  to  submit  to  the  committee  for  the  rec¬ 
ord  and  for  our  study,  we  will  be  happy 
to  receive  them.  I  want  to  say  that  we  are 
not  wedded  to  any  particular  word  or  phrase 
or  sentence  of  this  bill;  it  is  simply  the  best 
that  we  have  been  able  to  work  out  after 
very  careful  study  and  deliberation. 

However,  if  it  can  be  improved  upon  in 
the  interest  of  accomplishing  the  purposes  of 
the  legislation,  we  certainly  want  to  do  so. 
I  am  sure  that  is  the  feeling  of  Senator 
Muskie  and  Mrs.  Dwyer  and  other  members 
of  this  committee  as  well. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mayor  Clinton.  Thank  you. 


CONVEYANCE  OF  CERTAIN  LANIVTO 

THE  CITY  OF  CHEYENNE,  WYO\, 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  PresP 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed 
the  consideration  of  Calendar  No.  840, 
Senate  bill  857. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S. 
857)  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  to  convey  certain  lands 
in  the  State  of  Wyoming  to  the  city  of 
Cheyenne,  Wyo. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  an  explanation  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  Senate  bill  857  provides  for  the 
transfer  of  approximately  30  acres  of 
surplus  land,  with  improvements  there¬ 
on,  at  the  Veterans’  Administration  Cen¬ 
ter,  in  Cheyenne,  Wyo.,  to  the  city  of 
Cheyenne,  by  quitclaim  deed,  without 
consideration.  The  deed  (1)  shall  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  land  shall  be  used  by  the 
city  of  Cheyenne  for  such  purposes  as 
will  not  in  the  judgment  of  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  Veterans’  Affairs  or  his  desig¬ 
nee  interfere  with  the  operation  of  the 
Veterans’  Administration;  (2)  may  con- 
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tain  such  additional  terms,  conditions, 
reservations,  and  restrictions  as  may  be 
determined  by  the  Administrated*  of 
General  Services  to  be  necessary  io  pro¬ 
tect  the  interests  of  the  United’*  States; 
and  (3)  shall  provide  that  titfe  to  such 
tract  shall  revert  to  the  United  States 
upon  the  violation  of  any/such  terms, 
conditions,  reservations,  0r  restrictions. 

Hearings  were  held  on‘  S.  857  before  a 
special  subcommittee/  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 
on  July  17,  1959.  The  property  to  which 
this  proposed  legislation  relates  was 
originally  part  o pk  600-acre  tract  of  land 
which  the  city/of  Cheyenne  transferred 
to  the  Veterans’  Administration  for  the 
construction*  of  a  hospital.  Witnesses 
before  the-  committee  stated  that  the 
original  cbst  of  the  600  acres  was  $5,000, 
and  the/  an  additional  $8,000  was  spent 
to  extend  the  water  mains  to  the  site. 
The^city  had  to  borrow  the  money  to  pay 
:he  land  and  the  improvements, 
’ursuant  to  an  act  of  Congress  ap¬ 
proved  June  29,  1948  (62  Stat.  1104),  the 
Administrator  of  Veterans’  Affairs  con¬ 
veyed  to  the  city  of  Cheyenne  by  quit¬ 
claim  deed,  without  consideration,  ap¬ 
proximately  431  acres  of  the  site  no 
longer  needed  for  hospital  purposes  as 
surplus  property. 

In  July  1955,  the  Veterans’  Adminis¬ 
tration  reported  an  additional  90.2  acres 
of  the  site,  including  the  30  acres  de¬ 
scribed  in  this  legislation,  as  excess 
property.  The  city  of  Cheyenne  applied 
for  conveyance  of  the  entire  90.2  acres 
for  use  as  part  of  the  Cheyenne  Airport. 
In  accordance  with  the  recommendation 
of  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Administration, 
60.2  acres  of  the  surplus  land  were  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  city  by  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration  for  the  construction 
of  an  airport. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mi*.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  now  familiar  with 
the  bill.  I  wanted  an  explanation  long 
enough  to  check  the  bill.  This  bill,  if 
I  may  have  the  attention  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  is 
the  bill  I  discussed  briefly  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  yesterday.  It  is  in  line 
.with  a  whole  series  of  veterans’  hospi- 
il  cases  we  have  had  over  the  years, 
shch  as  the  one  the  Senator  from  Ken- 
[Mr.  Cooper]  offered  a  couple  of 
year^ago.  It  is  in  line  with  the  Morse 
formula,  and  I  have  no  objection. 

The  NpRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cannon  rh  the  chair) .  The  bill  is  open 
to  amendment. 

If  there  bk  no  amendment  to  be  of¬ 
fered,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (S.  85*0  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  to  be  read  a  third  time. 

The  bill  was  read  \ie  third  time  and 
passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  provisions  of  section  2(a)  of 
this  Act,  the  Administrator  of  General  Serv¬ 
ices  is  authorized  and  directed  to  convey 
by  quitclaim  deed,  without  consideration,  to 
the  city  of  Cheyenne,  Wyoming,  all\right, 
title,  and  Interest  of  the  United  Stake  in 
and  to  30  acres  of  land,  more  or  less,  \Je- 
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scribed  as  a  portion,  of  the  southwest  quarter 
of  section  28  and  the  west  150  feet  of  the 
southeast  quarter  of  section  28,  township  14 
northAange  66  west  of  the  6th  principal 
meridiartv  in  the  county  of  Laramie,  State 
of  Wyonuhg,  beginning  at  a  point  on  the 
south  line  Of  section  28,  150  feet  east  of  the 
southwest  cotoer  of  the  southeast  quarter; 
thence  west  aW  the  south  line  of  section 
28  a  distance  A  690  feet;  thence  north  a 
distance  of  1,700  feet;  thence  east  a  distance 
of  690  feet;  thence\outh  a  distance  of  1,700 
feet  to  the  point  of  beginning,  together  with 
any  improvements  thereon,  which  were  for¬ 
merly  a  part  of  the  tract  of  land  compris¬ 
ing  the  Veterans’  Admin?  stration  Center, 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming,  and\declared  surplus 
to  the  needs  of  the  Veter&is’  Administra¬ 
tion.  \  ... 

Sec.  2.  The  deed  of  conveyance  (1)  shall 
provide  that  the  tract  of  land\authorized 
to  be  conveyed  shall  be  used  by.  the  city 
of  Cheyenne,  Wyoming,  for  such  Vurposes 
as  will  not  in  the  judgment  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  Veterans’  Affairs  or  his  desig¬ 
nate  interfere  with  the  operation  of\the 
Veterans’  Administration  Center,  Cheyenne, 
Wyoming;  (2)  may  contain  such  additiona’ 
terms,  conditions,  reservations,  and  restric 
tions  as  may  be  determined  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services  to  be  necessary 
to  protect  the  interests  of  the  United  States; 
and  (3)  shall  provide  that  title  to  such  tract 
shall  revert  to  the  United  States  upon  the 
violation  by  the  grantee  of  any  such  term, 
condition,  reservation,  or  restriction. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to.  _ 

PROBLEMS  OP  THE  AGED  AND 
AGING 


Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
take  this  opportunity  to  bring  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senate  a  short  progress 
report  of  the  work  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  the  Problems  of  the  Aged  and  Aging. 

Adequate  income,  decent  housing,  good 
health,  and  a  dignified  place  in  society 
for  our  151/2  million  citizens  over  65  and 
20  million  over  60  are  among  the  most 
important  problems  currently  facing  the 
Congress  and  the  Nation. 

The  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Problems 
of  the  Aged  and  Aging  was  created  un 
der  Senate  Resolution  65,  which  author 
ized  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare  to  establish  such  a  subconjffnit- 
t/66  X 

I  wish  to  thank  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Labor  and  Pimlic  Wel¬ 
fare  Committee  [Mr.  Hill]  for  his  very 
great  cooperation  and  assurance  in  the 
creation  of  the  subcommiJ/£ee. 

It  was  charged  with  conducting  a  com¬ 
prehensive  study  of  th/s  problems  of  the 
elderly  including  their  needs,  programs 
of  Federal  agencies/to  meet  these  needs, 
and  the  extent  tmwhich  additional  Fed¬ 
eral  programs  should  be  undertaken  to 
help  solve  these  problems. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  text 
of  the  resolution  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  thi&'point. 

There  .being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  (Sf  Res.  65)  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Re/olved ,  That  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and/  Public  Welfare,  or  any  duly  authorized 
sybcommittee  thereof,  is  authorized  under 


sections  134(a)  and  136  of  the  Legislative 
Reorganization  Act  of  1946,  as  amended,  and 
in  accordance  with  its  jurisdictions  specified 
by  rule  XXV  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the 
Senate  to  examine,  investigate,  and  make  a 
complete  study  of  any  and  all  matters  per¬ 
taining  to  the  problems  of  the  aging  in¬ 
cluding,  but  not  limited  to,  (a)  a  study  of 
the  major  problems  of  the  aged,  (b)  a  study 
of  the  existing  programs  of  agencies,  both 
public  and  private,  dealing  with  problems 
of  the  aged,  (c)  a  study  of  the  present  role 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  dealing  with 
problems  of  the  aged,  and  (d)  a  study  of  any 
additional  Federal  programs  which  should 
be  undertaken  to  help  solve  the  problems  of 
the  aged. 

Sec.  2.  For  the  purposes  of  this  resolution 
the  committee,  from  February  1,  1959,  to 
January  31,  1960,  inclusive,  is  authorized  (1) 
to  make  such  expenditures  as  it  deems  ad¬ 
visable;  (2)  to  employ  upon  a  temporary 
basis,  technical,  clerical,  and  other  assist¬ 
ants  and  consultants:  Provided.,  That  the 
minority  is  authorized  to  select  one  person 
for  appointment,  and  the  person  so  selected 
shall  be  appointed  and  his  compensation 
shall  be  so  fixed  that  his  gross  rate  shall  not 
be  less  by  more  than  $1,200  than  the  highest 
;ross  rate  paid  to  any  other  employee;  and 
v$)  with  the  prior  consent  of  the  heads  of 
toe  departments  or  agencies  concerned,  and 
the\Committee  on  Rules  and  Administrr 
tionXto  utilize  the  reimbursable  service  . 
information,  facilities,  and  personnel  of  /ny 
of  the  departments  or  agencies  of  th^Oov- 
ernment.\  y 

Sec.  3.  The  committee  shall  report  its 
findings,  together  with  its  recommendations 
for  legislations^5  it  deems  advisable,  to  the 
Senate  at  the  earliest  practicaWe  date,  but 
not  later  than  January  31,  196flr 

Sec.  4.  ExpensesSof  the  committee,  under 
this  resolution,  whibh  shaUrnot  exceed  $85,- 
000,  shall  be  paid  froin  tVe  contingent  fund 
of  the  Senate  upon  VWichers  approved  by 
the  chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  McNAMAr/  m\  President,  in 
preparing  for  Hus  study\some  of  the 
most  informecLpeople  in  theNNation  were 
asked  to  mee<f  with  the  members  of  the 
subcommittee  to  explore  the  broad  range 
of  probleofs  and  to  suggest  guides  and 
standards  for  further  investigatioi 

I  have  had  many  requests  for  a 
mary/of  the  thoughts  and  ideas  of  tn^se 
nationally  known  experts.  I  hav^ 
therefore,  taken  some  of  the  interesting 
Highlights  from  the  storehouse  of  in¬ 
formation  we  have  developed  as  the  basis 
for  my  presentation  today. 

One  startling  fact  is  that  if  medical 
progress  continues,  there  is  no  basic 
reason  why  human  beings  cannot  live  to 
the  age  of  125. 

If  this  dramatic  trend  continues,  to¬ 
day’s  problems  of  aging  will  seem  like 
minor  ripples  as  compared  with  the 
floods  of  tidal  proportions  to  come. 

The  average  life  expectancy  in  the 
United  States  today  is  about  70.  This 
compares  with  an  average  of  about  48  a 
little  over  50  years  ago.  Forty  years 
from  now  the  life  span  is  expected  to 
average  82  years. 

In  1900  there  were  only  3  million 
Americans  over  the  age  of  65.  Today 
there  are  nearly  16  million,  and  in  10 
years  there  will  be  an  estimated  20  mil¬ 
lion. 


Not  only  does  this  constitute  a  soaring 
increase  in  total  numbers,  but  the  per¬ 
centage  of  the  total  population  in  the 
over  65  bracket  has  more  than  doubled, 
jumping  from  4  percent  to  9  percent. 


If  we  continue  to  relegate  old  people 
to  the  sidelines — financially,  medical! 
and  socially — the  financial  burden 
this  country  just  in  terms  of  institutions 
for  the  aging  will  be  too  fantast/c  to 
contemplate. 

This  population  boom  amounts  to  a 
national  crisis  because  of  Vsy  role  we 
tend  to  assign  to  “older/ men  and 
women.” 

We  have  made  it  posable  for  more 
people  to  live  into  the  ^-called  “golden 
years,”  but  without  adequate  incomes, 
health  care,  housing,  and  without  a  - 
recognized  role  in  1/e  community  life  of 
the  Nation. 

The  primary  y§ue  facing  the  aging  to¬ 
day  is  that  or  maintaining  a  decent 
American  standard  of  living  on  a  heavily 
reduced  inoroie. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator/ield? 

Mr.  JucNAMARA.  I  yield. 

MORSE.  I  most  sincerely  com- 
plin/ent  the  Senator  from  Michigan  for 
ttye  grand  job  he  did  in  the  Committee 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 

Did  the  Senator  go  into  any  detail 
with  regard  to  the  problems  which  con¬ 
cern  the  elderly,  such  as  the  fear  of 
medical  costs  after  they  are  65  years  of 
age,  and  their  fear  that  they  will  not 
have  the  funds,  nor  will  their  children 
have  the  funds,  to  pay  the  cost  of  serious 
illness  in  old  age? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  wish  to  assure 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse] 
we  have  gone  into  the  subject  at  great 
length,  and  I  intend  to  make  further 
reference  to  it  in  my  remarks  today. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  not  interrupt 
the  Senator  further,  except,  for  the  sake 
of  the  Record,  I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator 
if  he  is  aware  of  the  great  interest  of 
the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  in  the 
problem  of  medical  care  for  the  aged,  as 
evidenced  by  the  fact  that  I  am  the  au¬ 
thor  of  the  Senate  bill,  as  is  Congress¬ 
man  Forand  on  the  House  side — the  so- 
called  Forand-Morse  bill — which  seeks 
to  provide  medical  insurance  attached 
to  social  security  for  the  aged,  which 
would  take  care  of  their  medical  costs 
fter  the  age  of  65? 

r.  McNAMARA.  The  Senator  from 
MMiigan  is  well  aware  of  the  interest 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  in  this  sub¬ 
ject,  and  assures  him  that  the  subcom¬ 
mittee*^  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare,  and  I  personally,  in  my 
contact  Nth  people  throughout  the 
country  in  relation  to  this  subject,  have 
found  a  greatMeal  of  interest  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  to  which  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  refers. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Am  I  correctly  advised 
that  at  the  next  session  of  Congress,  if 
we  do  not  stay  herNlong  enough  this 
fall,  as  we  should,  to  handle  the  matter, 
the  bill  to  which  I  refi 
before  the  committee  of 
ator  from  Michigan  is 
hearing? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  do  not  "fchink  our 
committee  is  the  appropriate  conmiittee 
to  conduct  hearings  on  that  bill.  >How- 
ever,  I  think  that  decision  will  be  up  to 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Co! 
mittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  [ 
Hill],  He  will  probably  make  that' 
decision. 
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a  Snember  for 


I-  * 


'v*  ,  .  -  If 

■ 


/  //  y*?S  f 


Provides  for  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  for  research,  cultural  and  education 
al  development,  health,  nutrition,  and  sanitation,  and  for  the  preparation, 
distribution,  and  exhibition  of  audio-visual  informational  and  education 
sjterials.  Authorizes  disposition  of  CCC  stocks  of  animal  fats  and  edible, 
or  products  for  use  in  assistance  of  needy  persons  outside  the  U.  Sd 
the  purchase  of  such  fats ,  oils ,  and  products  as  will  help  to  maintain  H 
support  level  for  cottonseed  and  soybeans. 

27,  SMALL  BUS  mRSSS .  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  8599,  t  f  provide 

an  additional  U75  million  for  the  Small  Business  Administration  rjk  'olving 
fvind.  ThisVLll  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  17587 

Received\from  the  Small  Business  Administration  the  semis  foiual  report 
of  that  agencyX  p.  17645 

28.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS,  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  6904,  to  estab¬ 

lish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  Senate  conferees 
have  already  been  appointed.  (p.  17586)©  The  conferees  agreed  to  file  a 
report  on  this  bill  (p.  D912). 

T 


k 


9,  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Pres&on  praised  the  rural  electrification  program, 
reviewed  accomplishments  un$er  the  program,  pp.-  17631-2 


and 


SO,  WATERSHEDS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  approved  the  following  watershed  projects* 
Flat  Creek,  Ark.,  Second  Creek,  Miss.,  Tehi^etcana  Creek,  Tex.,  Marsh-Kellogg 
Creeks,  Calif.,  Upper  Clear  BoggySpreek,  Qfela.,  Roanoke  Creek,  Va.,  and 
Caney-Coon  Creek,  Okla.  p.  17584 


51. 


CONGRESSIONAL  PROCEDURE.  Agreed  to  a  Unanimous  consent  by  Rep.  McCormack 
that  for  the  remainder  of  this  sessj^n  Of  Congress  it  shall  be  in  order  to 
consider  conference  reports  the  sajfie  dayXreported,  that  Rules  Committee  reports 
may  be  considered  at  any  time,  ajtfu  that  tni^Speaker  may  recognize  Members  to 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  for  cjrinsideration  'qf  measures,  pp#  17592-3 

52.  LEATHER.  Rep.  Porter  urged  trie  enactment  of  legislation  to  require  the  labeling 

of  shoes,  and  inserted  seWral  items  ai  the  sub.jeJjt,  including  a  letter  from 
this  Department  disucssing  the  proposal,  pp#  17-5^-603 

53.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Rep.  Dixrin  explained  the  reasons  for  hi\  voting  to  sustain  the 

President's  veto  of  ifhe  public  works  appropriation  bil\.  p#  17604 

Rep.  Taber  inserted  a  table  regarding  the  public  wP^ks  appropriation 
bill  which  shows  J^the  new  starts  which  an  honest  figuring\>f  benefit-cost 
ratio  would  rul/  out,"  p.  17606 

r.  APPROPRIATIONS^  Rep.  Curtis  and  others  debated  the  accuracy  oKthe  table  of 
of  appropriation  bills  appearing  dai  ly  in  the  Daily  Digest  of  trie  ongressiona 

Record,  ip.  17622-3,  17624-31 

5.  INFORMATION j  PERSONNEL.  Received  from  the  Science  and  Astronautics  CWiittee 
a  reorirt  on  the  dissemination  of  scientific  information  (pp.  17645-6) i\and 
a  report  on  scientific  manpower  and  education  (p#  17646). 

ITEMS  IN  THE  APPENDIX 

SURPLUS  FOOD.  Rep.  Judd  inserted  an  article,  "Food  Giveaways",  on  the  danger* 

and  difficulties  as  well  as  possible  benefits  which  must  be  , 

intelligently  in  our  programs  of  selling  or  bartering  or  contributing  our 

food  surpluses  abroad."  pp.  A8031-2 


-6- 


Rep.  Quie  commended  the  Administration  for  donating  "nearly  3  billion 
pounds  of  surplus  foods  during  fiscal  year  1959",  and  inserted  a  table  showing 
the  numbers  of  needy  persons  receiving  surplus  food  in  June  1959.  p.  A8039 


37.  TEXTILES.  Rep.  Hemphill  inserted  an  editorial  contending  that  U.  S.  textiles 

are  being  threatened  by  the  importation  of  cheaper  textiles  from  the  Fa/ East. 

PP. 


56-7 


38.  FOREIGN  TJbpE.  Rep*  Simpson  inserted  an  address  contending  that  U.  X*  commodi«* 
ties,  including  cotton  and  textiles,  are  being  adversely  affected/by  increasing 
imports  intdvthe  U.  S.  and  decreasing  exports,  pp*  A8009-10  > 

Extensiok  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Knox  expressing  concern  over/increasing 
imports  of  foreign  agricultural  products,  and  urging  action  bo  curtail  much 
of  these  imports^  pp.  A8017-8 


39.  PUBLIC  POVJER.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen,  Yarborough, 

v  •  \  ...  ii  ...  _ _ - 


Id  insertion  of  a 

letter  from  Clyde  El^As,  criticizing  "a  massive,  vast  ^expensively,  new 
Madison  Avenue  type  advertising  campaign  aimed  at  discrediting  and,  if  possible, 
destroying  publio  powerman  inaerica."  pp.  A7 979-80 


40.  FEDERAL  REGISTER.  Rep.  Albert  inserted  an  articl/  by  the  Director,  Office  of 

the  Federal  Register,  sugge\ing  that  the  Federal  Register  be  diseontmued  and 
replaced  with  a  centrally  published  looselea/ system,  pp.  A7969-70 


( 


41.  INTEREST  RATES.  Rep.  Curtis  inseWed  nume/us  articles  and  items  ProP°®^ls 
to  remove  the  interest  ceiling  on^ong-t/ra  Federal  bonds,  pp.  ^68,  7971, 
7976,  7977-8,  7978-9,  7979,  7982,  7^39^7993,  7995,  7998,  7999,  8000,  8001, 

8003. 


•  BILLS  /INTRODUCED 


by  Sei/  Anders oL 

42.  ADJOURNMENT.  S.  J.  Res.  142, /proposing  an  Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of the 
United  States  relating  to  tWad jourament  of\Congress;  to  Judiciary  Committee, 
Remarks  of  author,  pp.  1748^-8 


43..  MONOPOLIES.  S.  2963,  by  S^n.  Sparkman,  to  strengtlW  the  antitrust  laws  by 
emending  the  Clayton  Act  and  related  acts  to  provide  for  the  issuance  of 
temporary  cease  and  desist  orders  to  prevent  certairbacts  and  practices  pending 
completion  of  proceedings;  to  Judiciary  Committee.  Remarks  of  author, 
pp.  17562-3 


44.  FARM  PROGRAM.  2690,  by  Sen.  Mundt,  to  promote  greater  diversification  of 
U.  S.  agricultural  production;  to  shift  U.  S.  farm  production  to  those  com- 
modities  in  Relatively  greatest  demand,  talcing  into  account  b^th  domestic  and 
export  markets;  to  provide  larger  supplies  of  protein  meals  fob:  balanced 
rations  fRr  the  dairy,  livestock  and  poultry  industries;  to  Agriculture  and 

Forestry  Committee.  Remarks  of  author,  pp.  17485-7 

H <  R.  9204,  by  Rep.  Flynn,  to  balance  domestic  supplies  of,  ana  domestic 
demajRl  for,  agricultural  commodities,  by  providing  for  the  withdrawal  of  80 
million  acres  from  agricultural  production;  to  Agriculture  C0mmittee.\  Remarks 

of  author,  pp.  17606-8 

r  H.  R.  9213,  by  Rep.  Roosevelt,  to  provide  for  the  development  of  a 
comprehensive  family  farm  program,  to  bring  the  production  of  agricultural 
commodities  into  balance  with  demand  therefor,  to  enable  farmers  to  secure 
fair  prices,  to  better  utilize  agricultural  abundance  in  the  Nation’s  inter©* 
at  home  and  abroad;  to  Agriculture  Committee., 


45.  PERSONNEL.  H.  R.  9203,  by  Rep.  Broyhill,  to  provide  for  the  annual  granting 
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H.R.  6884.  An  act  tor  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Jarbara  May  Boswell; 

I.R.  7605.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the  State 
of  ^Oklahoma; 

EE.  8392.  An  act  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Stadium  Act  of  1957  with  respect 
to  motor-vehicle  parking  areas,  and  for  other 
purposes^ 

H.R.  858\  An  act  to  authorize  the  San 
Benito  International  Bridge  Co.  to  construct, 
maintain,  ancKoperate  a  toll  bridge  across  the 
Rio  Grande  near  Los  Indios,  Tex.; 

H.R.  8599.  An  act  to  amend  the  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Act,  and  for  ather  purposes; 

H.R.  8694.  An  actMo  authorize  the  Starr- 
Camargo  Bridge  Co.  to  construct,  maintain, 
and  operate  a  toll  Nidge  across  the  Rio 
Grande,  at  or  near  Rio  Okrande  City,  Tex.; 

H.J.  Res.  478.  Joint  resolution  relating  to 
permanent  residence  and  deportation  of  cer¬ 
tain  aliens;  and 

H.J.  Res.  479.  Joint  resolutidr^  relating  to 
the  entry  of  certain  aliens. 

The  message  also  announcecISthat  the 
Senate  had  passed,  with  an  amendment 
in  which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of\the 
following  title: 

H.R.  6904.  An  act  to  establish  an  Advisor^ 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.' 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  on  its  amendment  to  the 
foregoing  bill,  requests  a  conference  with 
the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints  Mr. 
Muskie,  Mr.  Humphrey,  and  Mr.  Mundt 
to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  bills,  a  joint  resolu¬ 
tion,  and  a  concurrent  resolution  of  the 
following  titles,  in  which  the  concurrence 
of  the  House  is  requested: 

S.  155.  An  act  to  amend  the  Federal  Prop¬ 
erty  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949 
so  as  to  permit  donations  of  surplus  property 
to  certain  educational  institutions; 

S.  857.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Administra¬ 
tor  of  General  Services  to  convey  certain 
lands  in  the  State  of  Wyoming  to  the  city  of 
Cheyenne,  Wyo.; 

S.  1193.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Eleanor 
Cons  tan; 

S.  1431.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  Commission  on  Metropolitan 
Problems; 

S.  1537.  An  act  to  establish  a  nations 
mining  and  minerals  policy; 

S.  1605.  An  act  granting  the  consen^of 
Congress  to  the  States  of  Kansas  and>  Ne¬ 
braska  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  a  compact 
relating  to  the  apportionment  of  thVwaters 
of  the  Big  Blue  River  and  its  trilyjftaries  as 
they  affect  such  States; 

S.  1703.  An  act  for  the  relief  gf  Raul  Jorge 
Jose  Hermitte; 

S.  1806.  An  act  to  revise  tiftle  18,  chapter 
39,  of  the  United  States  Cgue,  entitled  “Ex¬ 
plosives  and  Combustible 

S.  1870.  An  act  to  pro^Ue  for  examination, 
licensing,  registration^find  for  regulation  of 
professional  and  practical  nurses,  and  for 
nursing  education  yf  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia,  and  for  other  mirposes; 

S.  1892.  An  actAo  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior^ to  construct,  operate,  and 
maintain  thy  Norman  project,  Oklahoma, 
and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  2061.  It n  act  to  authorize  the  issuance 
of  prosn^ting  permits  for  phosphate  in 
lands  byonging  to  the  United  States; 

S.  2^09.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Gim  Bong 
Wor 

2319.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sergiusz 
fdczenko; 

'S.  2362.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
'of  the  Army  to  convey  to  the  city  of  Arling- 
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ton,  Oreg.,  certain  lands  at  the  John  Day  lock 
and  dam  project; 

S.  2379.  An  act  to  donate  to  the  Nez  Perce 
Tribe  of  Idaho  approximately  11.25  acres  of 
Federal  land  in  Idaho  County,  Idaho; 

S.  2431.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  striking 
of  medals  in  commemoration  of  the  100th 
anniversary  of  statehood  of  the  State  of 
Kansas; 

S.  2439.  An  act  to  authorize  certain  teach¬ 
ers  in  the  public  schools  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  to  count  as  creditable  service  for 
retirement  purposes  certain  periods  of  au¬ 
thorized  leave  without  pay  taken  by  such 
teachers  for  educational  purposes; 

S.  2445.  An  act  authorizing  the  conferring 
of  the  degree  of  master  of  arts  in  education 
on  certain  students  who  enrolled  in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  Teachers  College  prior  to 
July  1,  1958,  and  who,  prior  to  July  1,  1961, 
are  certified  by  the  president  and  faculty  of 
such  college  as  having  met  all  requirements 
for  the  granting  of  such  degree; 

S.  2449.  An  act  to  extend  the  International 
Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  1949; 

S.  2454.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  striking 
of  medals  in  commemoration  of  the  one 
hundredth  anniversary  of  the  founding  of 
the  Pony  Express; 

S.  2466.  An  act  to  authorize  the  estab-, 
lishment  of  a  Junior  College  Division  with! 
/he  District  of  Columbia  Teachers  Collie, 
i^nd  for  other  purposes; 

3.  2467.  An  act  to  authorize  the  deyelop- 
meVt  of  plans  and  arrangements  for  the  pro¬ 
vision,  of  emergency  assistance,  and/the  pro- 
vision\of  such  assistance,  to  repatriated 
American  nationals  without  available  re¬ 
sources,  aWl  for  other  purposes:, 

S.  2517.  An  act  to  amend  Action  7  of  the 
Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Act,  as  amended; 

S.  2568.  An  act  to  ameijd  the  Atomic  En¬ 
ergy  Act,  as  amended,  wilj/ respect  to  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  Stares; 

S.  2569.  An  act  usi  atfnend  the  Atomic  En¬ 
ergy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended; 

S.  2611.  An  act  to  Eunend  the  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Investment y«ct  o\l958,  and  for  other 
purposes;  and 

S.  2633.  Anjfct  to  amendV||Uie  Foreign  Serv¬ 
ice  Act  of  ^46,  as  amende\  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  afessage  also  announced  that  the 
Senator  agrees  to  the  amendments  of  the 
Hoiye  to  bills  of  the  Senate  of\{ie  fol¬ 
lowing  titles: 

3. 1575.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of  Avteust 
[,  1958,  to  authorize  and  direct  the  SecrethiJ-y 
of  the  Interior  to  undertake  continuing  stuc 
ies  of  the  effects  of  insecticides,  herbicides^ 
fungicides,  and  other  pesticides,  upon  fish 
and  wildlife  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
losses  of  those  invaluable  natural  resources, 
and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  1845.  An.  act  to  provide  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  rates  of  basic  compensation  for 
certain  positions  in  the  Patent  Office  in  the 
Department  of  Commerce,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses; 

S.  2208.  An  act  to  provide  that  Alaska  and 
Hawaii  be  eligible  for  participation  in  the 
distribution  of  discretionary  funds  under 
section  6(b)  of  the  Federal  Airport  Act;  and 

S.  2504.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  at 
market  prices  of  agricultural  commodities 
owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
to  provide  feed  for  livestock  in  areas  deter¬ 
mined  to  be  emergency  areas,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  2162)  entitled  “An 
act  to  provide  a  health  benefits  program 
for  Government  employees,”  with 
amendments  in  which  the  concurrence  of 
the  House  is  requested. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 


mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  76?9)  entitled  “An  act  tymake 
permanent  the  authority  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  make  loans  under 
section  17  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  ahd  for  other 
purposes.” 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference/on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Houffe  to  the  bill  (S.  2181) 
entitled  “An  act/to  amend  the  Mineral 
Leasing  Act  of- February  25,  1920.” 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate,  haying  proceeded  to  reconsider 
the  bill  (H.R.  9105)  entitled  “An  act 
making  appropriations  for  civil  functions 
administered  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army/  certain  agencies  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority,  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,”  returned  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States  with  his  objections,  to  the 
House  of  Representatives,  in  which  it 
originated,  it  was 

Resolved,  That  the  said  bill  pass,  two- 
thirds  of  the  Senators  present  having 
voted  in  the  affirmative. 


APPOINTMENTS  TO  NORTH  ATLAN¬ 
TIC  TREATY  PARLIAMENTARY 

CONFERENCE 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  lays  be¬ 
fore  the  House  the  following  announce¬ 
ment  of  appointments  to  the  North  At¬ 
lantic  Treaty  Parliamentary  Confer¬ 
ence. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Public  Law 
689,  84th  Congress,  the  Chair  appoints  as 
members  of  the  U.S.  group  of  the  North  At¬ 
lantic  Treaty  Parliamentary  Conference  the 
following  Members  on  the  part  of  the  House : 
Mr.  Hats,  Ohio,  Chairman;  Mr.  Smith,  Mis¬ 
sissippi;  Mr.  Selden,  Alabama;  Mr.  Anftjso, 
New  York,  Mr.  McGovern,  North  Dakota, 
Mr.  Canfield,  New  Jersey;  Mr.  Corbett, 
Pennsylvania,  Mrs.  Church,  Illinois,  and  Mr. 
Frelinghtjysen,  New  Jersey. 


CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Ir.  COFFIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from\Maine  [Mr.  Oliver]  may  delete 
certairKpassages  from  his  remarks  in  the 
Appendnc  of  the  Record  for  September 
7  whereinvhe  refers  to  a  gentleman  of 
the  other  tk^dy  by  name,  and  that  he 
may  revise  obtain  other  passages  in  the 
extension. 

The  SPEAKER  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  \he  gentleman  from 
Maine? 

There  was  no  objection. 


WAGE 
COMPEN- 


NORTII  CAROLINA  MU 
LAW  AND  COMPULSOI 
SATION  LAW 

(Mr.  WHITENER  asked  and  Ws  given 
permission  to  address  the  House,  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.)  \ 

Mr.  WHITENER.  Mr.  Speaker,  bji 
Monday,  September  8,  at  page  A7857  of, 
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the  Record,  the  remarks  of  my  dear 
friend  and  distinguished  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Sant- 
angelOJ  under  the  heading  of  “Labor 
Fights  for  Justice,”  contains  an  inac¬ 
curate  statement  which  I  would  like  to 
call  to  his' attention. 

I  note  that  he  states  the  following: 
“The  Southern  States  which  have  no 
minimum  wages,  are  Alabama”  and  oth¬ 
ers  and  he  named  the  State  of  North 
Carolina.  I  would  say  to  my  friend  in 
the  spirit  of  correcting  him,  because  I 
know  he  would  like  tb  be  accurate,  that 
he  could  not  be  more\jnaccurate  than 
he  was  when  he  made  the  .statement  that 
my  State  of  North  Carolina  does  not 
have  a  minimum  wage  law\ 

He  was  equally  in  error  when  he  made 
the  statement  in  the  next  paragraph  that 
North  Carolina  does  not  have  a  compul¬ 
sory  compensation  law. 

Reference  to  the  General  StatutV  of 
North  Carolina  will  indicate  clearlj\to 
my  good  friend  that  he  has  made 
error ;  and  I  am  sure  it  was  lapsus  lin¬ 
guae  instead  of  intentional. 


AMENDING  FEDERAL  BOATING  ACT 
OF  1958 


Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H  R.  8728)  to 
amend  the  Federal  Boating  Act  of  1958 
to  extend  for  an  additional  year  the 
period  when  certain  provisions  of  that 
act  will  take  effect,  with  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendments: 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
Insert:  “That  (a)  paragraph  (8)  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal  Boating 
Act  of  1958  is  amended  by  striking  out  ‘April 
1,  I960,’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘April  1, 
1961,’. 

“(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  11  of  the 
Federal  Boating  Act  of  1958  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ‘April  1,  1930.’  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  ‘April  1, 1961.’. 

"(c)  Section  12  of  the  Federal  Boating  Act 
of  1958  is  amended  by  striking  out  ‘April 

1960. ’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘Apri 

1961. ’.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bfll  to 
amend  the  Federal  Boating  Act  of  195)rto  ex¬ 
tend  un til  April  1,  1931,  the  period  when 
certain  provisions  of  that  Act ^rill  take 
effect.” 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  theiv objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlen^tn  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objecti6n. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reo6nsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTER¬ 
GOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 


Senate  amendment,  and  agree  to  the 
conference  requested  by  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  what  happened  in 
the  other  body  in  connection  with  the 
establishment  of  this  new  Commission? 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  that  the  only 
material  change  made  by  the  Senate  is 
that  of  increasing  the  membership  of 
the  Commission  from  25  to  27  by  the 
addition  of  2  county  representatives. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Of  course,  that  tends  to 
make  it  somewhat  more  expensive? 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Naturally,  it  would 
increase  the  cost  to  some  extent. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Were  any  increases 
made  in  connection  with  the  staff  that 
will  be  established  in  connection  with 
the  Commission? 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  That  is  the  only 
material  change  made  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  addition  of  two 
members  to  the  Commission.  That  is 
the  only  substantial  change  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  opposed 
this  bill  when  it  was  before  the  House. 
It  is  another  waste  of  the  taxpayers’ 
money.  I  am  not  going  to  try  to  force 
a  vote  on  the  passage  of  the  bill  because 
the  Record  already  shows  my  position, 
but  I  want  the  Record  to  show  I  am  still 
opposed  to  this  measure  and  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  another  unnecessary  and  expen¬ 
sive  Commission. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  The  gentleman 
from  Iowa  so  expressed  himself  very 
clearly  during  debate  on  this  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Mr.  Fountain,  Mr.  Brooks  of 
Louisiana,  and  Mrs.  Dwyer. 


IRS.  BARBARA  MAY  BOSWEI 


Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  asl 
^unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the’ 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  6884)  for 
the  relief  of  Mrs.  Barbara  May  Boswell, 
with  Senate  amendment  thereto  and 
concur  into  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amendment, 
as  follows: 

Page  1,  line  7,  strike  out  all  after  “Act” 
down  to  and  including  “impose”  in  line  11. 


in. 


Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Air.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (HR.  6904)  to 
establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations,  with  Sen-  \ 
ate  amendment  thereto,  disagree  to  the  f 


There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerky 
read  the  House  resolution,  as  follows : 

Resolved,  Tliat  the  House  of  Represer 
tives  does  not  approve  the  granting  oLq>er- 
manent  residence  in  the  United  Stages  to 
the  aliens  hereinafter  named  in  whi^n  cases 
the  Attorney  General  has  submitted  reports 
to  the  Congress  pursuant  to  section  6  of 
the  Refugee  Relief  Act  of  1953y4s  amended 
(67  Stat.  403;  68  Stat.  1044)  : 

A-10491862,  Cheng,  Fu  Sh^fig. 

A-8922627,  Lin,  Fu-Mei. 


The  House  resolution  was  agreed  to 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


AMENDING  T#E  ORGANIC  ACT  OF 
GUAM 


Mr.  ASFTNALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker!*  table  the  bill  (H.R.  4603)  to 
amendrthe  Organic  Act  of  Guam  for  the 
purpose  of  permitting  the  government  of 
Guam,  with  the  consent  of  the  legislature 
thereof,  to  be  sued,  with  Senate  amend- 
ient  thereto  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
‘amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amendment, 
as  follows: 

Line  8,  strike  out  “sued.”  and  insert  “sued 
upon  contract  entered  into  with  respect  to, 
or  any  tort  committed  incident  to,  the  ex¬ 
ercise  by  the  government '  of  Guam  of  any 
of  its  lawful  power.”  ” 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
in  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid 
on  the  table. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 


A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


CHENG,  FU  SHENG,  AND  LIN,  FU-MEI 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  House  Resolution  384. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 


AMENDING  SECTION  1  OF  THE  ACT 
OF  JUNE  14,  1926,  AS  AMENDED  BY 
THE  ACT  OF  JUNE  4,  1954  (68  STAT. 
173;  43  U.S.C.  869) 


Mr.  ASPINALL  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  bill  (S.  1436)  to  amend  section  1  of 
the  act  of  June  14,  1926,  as  amended  by 
\the  act  of  June  4,  1954  (68  Stat.  173;  43 
I.S.C.  869) : 


INFERENCE'  REPORT  (H.  RePT.  NO.  1177) 
committee  of  conference  on  the  dis- 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
1436)  to  amend  section  1  of  the  act  of  June 
14,  1926,  aVamended  by  the  Act  of  June  4, 
1954  (68  St\t.  173;  43  U.S.C.  869),  having 
met,  after  fuU  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  SenateSrecede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the 
text  of  the  bill,  and  agree  to  the  same  with 
an  amendment  as  follows :  In  lieu  of  the 
language  inserted  by  thov.House  amendment 
insert  the  following:  “That  subsection  (b) 
of  section  1  of  the  Act  of  June  14,  1926,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  of  June*.  1954  (68  Stat. 
173,  174;  43  UB.C.  869),  is  further  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

*“(b)  Conveyances  made  in  an\  one  cal¬ 
endar  year  shall  be  limited  as  folf 
“‘(i)  For  recreational  purposes: 

**‘(A)  To  any  State,  for  not  more’ 
three  sites,  six  thousand  four  hundred  alu-es 
in  all,  except  that  during  each  of  the  ca 
endar  years  1960,  1961  and  1962,  conveyance 
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19. 


^ECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Burdick  urged  a  Congressional  investigation  of  "polit 
the  REA  program.  He  charged  that,  although  the  REA  Administrator  "must 
sP  politics  strictly  out  of  his  agency  ...  under  an  act"  of  Congress, 
ninistrator  "was  ordered  by  Secretary  Benson  to  go  out  and  build  supp 
the  Administration's  REA  legislation,"  and  inserted  several  USDA  memory 
which  he  contended  substantiated  his  charge.  He  also  contended  thatyche 
Secretary  had  not  administered  farm  program  economically,  pp.  17663- 


Admi 


for 
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17.  SMALL  BUSINESS;  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Rep.  Patman  reviewed  the  activity  ies,  progress, 
and  recommendations  of  the  Select  Committee  on  Small  Business  i7n  the  1st 
session  of  th^y86th  Congress.  He  stated  that  the  Committee  had  assisted  small 
businessmen  in  ohe  joint  agricultural-commercial  activities/ to  secure  Govern¬ 
ment  financial  ai\L  He  stated  that  one  subcommittee  fouiyr  that  price  dis¬ 
crimination  is  theNprincipal  weapon  used  by  big  dairies  Jlq  suppress  the  small 
^a^r^es  an£*  listed  several  legislative  recommendations/to  alleviate  the 
problems  of  small  dairies.  He  also  covered  the  findings  of  investigations 
into  the  poultry  industry,  Government  procurement ,  taxation,  and  distribution 
problems  of  small  businehg.  pp.  17672-80 

^  JLL, 


18.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  ^Received  and  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 
Ii.  R.  6904,  to  establish  an  k&yigpzy  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
(II.  Rept.  1184)  (pp.  1/653-4 ,  rnrol) .  The  conference  report  is  substantially 
the  same  as  the  House  version  of  the  bill  except  that  the  report  changes  the 
number  and  composition  of  members  on  the  Commission.  The  Commission  would 
serve  in  an  advisory  capacity  to  the  President,  Congress,  and  State  and  local 
governments.  Its  function  would  be  to  provide  information  and  to  make  recom¬ 
mendations  to  facilitate  governmental  policies  on  intergovernmental  activities 
and  problems.  The  Commission  would  have  no  administrative  responsibilities 
_ and  each  department  would  be  directed  to  provide  it  with  needed  information. 


INSPECTION  SERVICES;  IMPORTS.  /Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  8694,  to 
authorize  the  construction  q&  a  toll  bridge  across  the  Rio  Grande,  at  or  near 
Rio  Grande  City,  Tex. ,  and/concurred  in  the  Senhte  amdndments  to  H.  R.  8582, 
to  authorize  the  construction  of  a  toll  bridge  across  the  Rio  Grande  near  Los 
Indios,  Tex.  (p.  1765 ]y.  These  bills  will  now  beSsent  to  the  President. 

Both  bills  would  affect  this  Department's  inspectior^service  costs  regarding 
import  s . 


20. 


INTEREST  RATES.  B6th  Houses  received  and  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 
H.  R.  9035,  to  Permit  the  issuance  of  series  E  and  H  U,  S.\savings  bonds  at 
interest  rates^above  the  existing  maximum,  and  to  permit  t  has.  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  to yrfesignate  certain  exchanges  of  Government  securities  to  be  made 
without  recognition  of  gain  or  loss  (II.  Rept.  1183)  (pp.  17650jv  17667-72,  17681, 
17655-6,  >*7740-7,  17695-7).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Resident.  The 
conference  report  includes  a  Senate  amendment  that  interest  ratesNcannot  be 
raised^o  over  4^%.  Thus,  the  bill  authorizes  the  setting  of  interest  rates 
on  savings  bonds  to  any  point  above  the  present  ceiling  of  3.264  but^io  higher 
than  4%7o. 


21. 


!A  REDEVELOPMENT.  Rep.  Stratton  stated  that  the  "one  unfortuate  portion\of 
the  86th  Congressional  record  is  the  failure  to  act  on  area  redevelopment 
legislation,  still  in  the  Rules  Committee,  pp.  17658-9 


22.  CONGRESSIONAL  ACCOMPLISHMENTS.  Rep.  Vanik  referred  to  this  Congress  as  one  of 
the  most  "diligent”  in  recent  years  and  reviewed  some  of  its  activities  includ¬ 
ing  housing,  interest  rates  and  other  matters,  pp.  17659-61 
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PERSONNEL;  ANNUITIES,  Rep.  Dulski  explained  his  bill,  H,  R.  8289,  to  accelerat; 
the  commencing  date  of  civil  service  retirement  annuities,  p.  17655 


CONTRACTS;  RESEARCH.  Received  from  GSA  a  report  providing  information  on  obn- 
tricts  negotiated  for  experimental,  developmental,  or  research  work  during  the 
ith  period  ending  June  30,  1959.  p. 
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25.  AIR  POLLUTION.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  conferees  agreed  to  f*ie  a  con¬ 
ference  'Report  on  H.  R.  7476,  to  extend  the  Air  Pollution  Control/Act,  and  that 
the  confefc^es  agreed  to  the  Senate  language  extending  the  Act  f^r  4  years, 
p.  D917 


ADJOURNMENT.  Agreed  to  a  concurrent  resolution  providing  tl 
Houses  adjourn 6^  Mon. ,  Sept.  14,  that  they  stand  adjourn^ 
17654 


it  when  the  two 
sine  die.  p. 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


id  insertion  of  an  editorial 


PUBLIC  POWER.  Extensiorkof  remarks  of  Sen,  Engle 
defending  Federal  publicScower.  pp.  A8059-60 

Extension  of  remarks  or\Rep.  Oliver  discussing  the  industrial  advantages  to 
the  New  England  States  whicK  would  result  fro construction  of  the  proposed 
Passamaquoddy  tidal  power  project,  pp.  A8089-90 


28.  FOREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Mclntire  inserted  a  legislative  draft  prepared  by  an  in¬ 
terested  citizen  which  would  establish/ among  other  things,  an  "Intercontinenta 
Market  Place"  to  assist  in  the  intet^ange  of  goods  and  commodities  between 
countries,  p.  A8060 


29.  RECREATION.  Sen.  Yarborough  inserted  se\eral  newspaper  articles  and  extended 
remarks  favoring  establishment yot  a  national  seashore  area  on  Padre  Island, 
Tex.  pp.  A8066-7 


IMPORTS.  Extension  of  remaps  of  Rep.  Knox  concerning  the  affect  of  foreign 
imports  on  U.  S.  industrVand  insertion  of  twoVecent  reports  on  foreign  mass- 
producing  industries.  yp p.  A8068-9  \  ( 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Dorn  stating  thatVwhen  farm  imports  exceed 
farm  exports  in  our y^ountry  with  its  overwhelming  fhxm  surpluses  it  is  a 
national  calamity  am d  unbelievable"  and  insertion  of ^figures  on  farm  imports, 
pp.  A8083  /  \ 


RESEARCH.  Sen/Oavits  inserted  a  Small  Business  Administration  announcement  of 
the  formation  of  a  small  business  research  and  development\>ool ,  the  first  to 
be  established  under  amendments  to  the  Small  Business  Act  parsed  by  Congress 
last  year*  p.  A8070-1 


32. 


ALASKA ^  Sen.  Bartlett  inserted  a  newspaper  article  giving  a  repoi 
agriculture  which  was  the  result  of  an  interview  with  Sterling  R. 
thi©  Department,  p.  A8073 


on  Alaska 
2well,  of 


33. 


fEM  VETO.  Sen.  Byrd  inserted  and  discussed  a  newspaper  editorial  favof^ng 
legislation  to  provide  item  veto  power,  pp.  A8073-4 


*4. 


PUBLIC  WORKS.  Sen.  Yarborough  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial 
Public  Works  Hurt  by  'Pork  Barrel'  Slur.  pp.  8078-9 


Progressive 


86th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  J  Report 
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ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

RELATIONS 


September  12,  1959. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Fountain,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  6904] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  6904)  to 
establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 
having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following: 

ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

Section  1.  There  is  hereby  established  a  permanent  bipartisan  com¬ 
mission  to  be  known  as  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  '‘Commission” . 

DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  Because  the  complexity  of  modern  life  intensifies  the  need  in 
a  federal  form  of  government  for  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination 
of  activities  between  the  levels  of  government,  and  because  population 
growth  and  scientific  developments  portend  an  increasingly  complex 
society  in  future  years,  it  is  essential  that  an  appropriate  agency  be 
established  to  give  continuing  attention  to  intergovernmental  problems. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in  the  performance  of  its  duties, 

(1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the  Federal,  State,  and  local 
governments  for  the  consideration  of  common  problems; 
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(2)  _  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  administration  and  coor¬ 
dination  of  Federal  grant  and  other  programs  requiring  intergovern¬ 
mental  cooperation; 

(8)  give  critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and  controls  involved 
in  the  administration  of  Federal  grant  programs; 

(4)  make  available  technical  assistance  to  the  executive  and  legis¬ 
lative  branches  of  the  Federal  Government  in  the  review  of  proposed 
legislation  to  determine  its  overall  effect  on  the  Federal  system; 

(5)  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an  early  stage  of  emerging 
public  problems  that  are  likely  to  require  intergovernmental  coopera¬ 
tion; 

(6)  recommend,  within  the  framework  of  the  Constitution,  the 
most  desirable  allocation  of  governmental  functions,  responsibilities, 
and  revenues  among  the  several  levels  of  government;  and 

(7)  recommend  methods  of  coordinating  and  simplifying  tax  laws 
and  administrative  practices  to  achieve  a  more  orderly  and  less  com¬ 
petitive  fiscal  relationship  between  the  levels  of  government  and,  to 
reduce  the  burden  of  compliance  for  taxpayers. 

MEMBERSHIP  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  8  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed  of  twenty-six  members, 
as  follows: 

(■ t)  Six  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  three  of 
whom  shall  be  officers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  and 
three  private  citizens,  all  of  whom  shall  have  had  experience  or  familiarity 
with  relations  between  the  levels  of  government; 

(2)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Senate,  who  shall  be 
Members  of  the  Senate; 

(8)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
who  shall  be  Members  of  the  House; 

(4)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at  least  eight 
Governors  submitted  by  the  Governors'  Conference; 

(5)  Three  appointed  by  the  President' from  a  panel  of  at  least  six 
members  of  State  legislative  bodies  submitted  by  the  board  of  managers  of 
the  Council  of  State  Governments; 

(6)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from,  a  panel  of  at  least  eight 
mayors  submitted  jointly  by  the  American  Municipal  Association  and 
the  United  States  Conference  of  Mayors; 

(7)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at  least  six 
elected  county  officers  submitted  by  the  National  Association  of  County 
Officials. 

(b)  The  members  appointed  from  private  life  under  paragraph  ( 1 )  of 
subsection  {a)  shall  be  appointed  without  regard  to  political  affiliation;  of 
each  class  of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (8)  of  sub¬ 
section  (a),  two  shall  be  from  the  majority  party  of  the  respective  houses; 
of  each  class  of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs  (4),  ( 5 ),  (6),  and  (7) 
of  subsection  (a),  not  more  than  two  shall  be  from  any  one  political  party ; 
of  each  class  of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs  ( 5 ),  ( 6 )  and  (7)  of 
subsection  {a),  not  more  than  one  shall  be  from  any  one  State;  at  least 
two  of  the  appointees  under  paragraph  ( 6 )  of  subsection  ( a )  shall  be  from 
cities  under  five  hundred  thousand  population. 

(c)  The  term  of  office  of  each  member  of  the  Commission  shall  be  two 
years,  but  members  shall  be  eligible  for  reappointment. 
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ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  4-  (a)  The  President  shall  convene  the  Commission  within  ninety 
days  following  enactment  of  this  Act  at  such  time  and  place  as  he  may 
designate  for  the  Commission’s  initial  meeting. 

(b)  The  President  shall  designate  a  Chairman  and  a  Vice  Chairman 
from  among  members  of  the  Commission. 

(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the  Commission  shall  be  filled 
in  the  same  manner  in  which  the  original  appointment  was  made;  except 
that  where  the  number  of  vacancies  is  fewer  than  the  number  of  members 
specified  in  paragraphs  4,  5,  6,  and  7  of  sections  8(a),  each  panel  of 
names  submitted  in  accordance  with  the  aforementioned  paragraphs  shall 
contain  at  least  two  names  for  each  vacancy. 

(d)  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in  the  official  position  from 
which  originally  appointed  under  section  3(a),  his  place  on  the  Com¬ 
mission  shall  be  deemed  to  be  vacant. 

(e)  Thirteen  members  of  the  Commission  shall  constitute  a  quorum, 
but  two  or  more  members  shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the  purpose  of 
conducting  hearings. 

DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Commission — 

(1)  to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to  make  such  studies  and 
investigations  as  are  necessary  or  desirable  in  the  accomplishment  of 
the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  2  of  this  Act; 

(2)  to  consider ,  on  its  own  initiative,  ways  and  means  for  fostering 
better  relations  between  the  levels  of  government; 

(3)  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the  President  and  the  Congress 
on  or  before  January  31  of  each  year.  The  Commission  may  also 
submit  such  additional  reports  to  the  President,  to  the  Congress  or 
any  committee  of  the  Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of  government  or 
organization  as  the  Commission  may  deem  appropriate. 

POWERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the  authorization  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  any  subcommittee  or  members  thereof,  may,  for  the  purpose  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  hold  such  hearings,  take  such  testimony, 
and  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and  places  as  the  Commission  deems  advis¬ 
able.  Any  member  authorized  by  the  Commission  may  administer  oaths 
or  affirmations  to  witnesses  appearing  before  the  Commission  or  any  sub¬ 
committee  or  members  thereof. 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instrumentality  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government,  including  independent  agencies,  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  furnish  to  the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by  the 
Chairman  or  Vice  Chairman,  such  information  as  the  Commission 
deems  necessary  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation 
of,  and  remove  a  staff  director  without  regard  to  the  civil  service  laws  and 
the  Classification  Act  of  1949.  Such  appointment  shall  be  made  solely  on 
the  basis  of  fitness  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  position  and  without  regard 
to  political  affiliation. 

(d)  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  adopted  by  the  Com¬ 
mission,  the  Chairman,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service  laws  and  the 
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Classification  Act  of  1949,  and  without  reference  to  'political  affiliation, 
shall  have  f  he  power — 

(1)  to  appoint ,  fix  the  compensation  of,  and  remove  such  other 
personnel  as  he  deems  necessary 

(2)  to  procure  temporary  and  intermittent  services  to  the  same 
extent  as  is  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Administrative  Expenses 
Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  but  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50  a  day  for 
individuals. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  persons  in  the  employ  of 
the  Commission  under  subsections  (c)  and  (d)  (1)  of  this  section  shall  be 
considered  to  be  Federal  employees  for  all  purposes,  including — 

(1)  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
2251-2267), 

(2)  the  Federal  Employees'  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2091-2103) , 

(3)  annual  and  sick  leave,  and 

(4)  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
835-842). 

(J)  No  individual  employed  in  the  service  of  the  Commission  shall  be 
paul  compensation  for  such  employment  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  $20,000 
per  annum. 

COMPENSATION  OF  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress,  officers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government,  Governors, 
or  full-time  salaried  officers  of  city  and  county  governments  shall  serve 
without  compensation  in  addition  to  that  received  in  their  regular  public 
employment,  but  shall  be  allowed  necessary  travel  expenses  (or,  in  the 
alternative,  a  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence  and  mileage  not  to  exceed 
the  rates  prescribed  in  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended), 
without  regard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
835-842),  the  Standardized  Government  Travel  Regulations,  or  section  10 
of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1933  (5  U.S.C.  73b),  and  other  necessary  expenses 
incurred  by  them  in  the  performance  of  duties  vested  in  the  Commission. 

(b)  Members  of  the  Commission,  other  than  those  to  whom  subsection 
(a)  is  applicable,  shall  receive  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $50  per  day 
for  each  day  they  are  engaged  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commission  and  shall  be  entitled  to  reimbursement  for  travel, 
subsistence,  and  other  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the  per¬ 
formance  of  their  duties  as  members  of  the  Commission,  as  provided  for 
in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

L.  H.  Fountain, 

Overton  Brooks, 

Florence  P.  Dwyer, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF 

THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  6904)  to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations,  submit  the  following  statement  in  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees 
and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference  report: 

The  amendment  of  the  Senate  strikes  out  all  of  the  House  bill 
after  the  enacting  clause  and  inserts  a  substitute.  The  House  recedes 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate,  with  an 
amendment  which  is  substitute  for  both  the  House  bill  and  the 
Senate  amendment. 

Except  for  clerical  and  conforming  amendments,  the  conference 
substitute  is  substantially  the  same  as  the  House  bill,  except  as  follows: 

The  House  bill  provided  for  a  membership  of  25  members  on  the 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations;  the  Senate 
amendment  provided  for  a  membership  of  27  members.  The  confer¬ 
ence  substitute  provides  for  a  membership  of  26  members  on  the 
Commission. 

The  House  bill  provided  that  two  members  of  the  Commission 
were  to  be  appointed  from  a  panel  of  at  least  four  elected  county 
officers  submitted  by  the  National  Association  of  County  Officials;  the 
Senate  amendment  provided  that  four  members  were  to  be  appointed 
from  a  panel  of  at  least  eight  elected  county  officers  so  submitted. 
The  conference  substitute  provides  that  three  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  are  to  be  appointed  from  a  panel  of  at  least  six  elected  county 
officers  submitted  by  such  association.  Under  the  conference  sub¬ 
stitute,  not  more  than  two  of  the  three  members  appointed  from  such 
panel  may  be  from  any  one  political  party. 

The  conferees  express  the  hope  that  in  selecting  a  panel  of  county 
officers  for  submission  to  the  President,  the  National  Association  of 
County  Officials  will  give  consideration  to  all  qualified  county  officers, 
regardless  of  whether  or  not  they  are  affiliated  with  the  association. 

L.  H.  Fountain, 

Overton  Brooks, 

Florence  P.  Dwyer, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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Mr.  McCORMACK.  That  is  the  only] 
gnse  I  can  see. 

may  say  that  the  gentleman  from) 
Virginia  [Mr.  Smith!  introduced  a  com 
panioln  resolution.  House  Joint  Resolu 
tion  4l\  and  I  want  the  Record  to  showl 
that  while  it  is  a  pleasure  for  me  to  sub¬ 
mit  this  request  because  the  late  Admiral 
Byrd  and  iVere  very  close  friends,  and 
he  was  a  verVgreat  American,  yet  I  am 
doing  so  at  t ns  request  of  and  for  the 
gentleman  fromVirginia  [Mr.  Smith], 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  N  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  resolu 
tion? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  resolution  was  ordered  to  be  read 
a  third  time,  was  read  the  thirij  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table.  \ 


ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTER¬ 
GOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN  submitted  the  fol¬ 
lowing  conference  report  and  statement 
on  the  bill  (H.R.  6904)  to  establish  an 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1184) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
6904)  to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  having  met, 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following: 

“advisory  commission  on  intergovern¬ 
mental  RELATIONS 

“Section  1.  There  is  hereby  established  a 
permanent  bipartisan  commission  to  be 
known  as  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations,  hereinafter  referred 
to  as  the  ‘Commission’. 

"declaration  of  purpose 

“Sec.  2.  Because  the  complexity  of  modern 
life  intensifies  the  need  in  a  federal  form 
of  government  for  the  fullest  cooperation 
and  coordination  of  activities  between  the 
levels  of  government,  and  because  popula¬ 
tion  growth  and  scientific  developments  por¬ 
tend  an  increasingly  complex  society  in  fu¬ 
ture  years,  it  is  essential  that  an  appropriate 
agency  be  established  to  give  continuing  at¬ 
tention  to  intergovernmental  problems. 

“It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in 
the  performance  of  its  duties,  will— 

"(1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the 
Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  for 
the  consideration  of  common  problems; 

“(2)  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the 
administration  and  coordination  of  Federal 
grant  and  other  programs  requiring  inter¬ 
governmental  cooperation; 

“(3)  give  critical  attention  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  and  controls  involved  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  Federal  grant  programs; 

“(4)  make  available  technical  assistance 
to  the  executive  and  legislative  branches  of 
the  Federal  Government  in  the  review  of 
proposed  legislation  to  determine  its  overall 
effect  on  the  Federal  system; 

“(6)  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an 
early  stage  of  emerging  public  problems  that 
are  likely  to  require  intergovernmental  co¬ 
operation; 


"(6)  recommend,  within  the  framework 
of  the  Constitution,  the  most  desirable  allo¬ 
cation  of  governmental  functions,  responsi¬ 
bilities,  and  revenues  among  the  several 
levels  of  government;  and 
“(7)  recommend  methods  of  coordinating 
and  simplifying  tax  laws  and  administrative 
practices  to  achieve  a  more  orderly  and  less 
competitive  fiscal  relationship  between  the 
levels  of  government  and  to  reduce  the  bur¬ 
den  of  compliance  for  taxpayers. 

“membership  of  the  commission 
“Sec.  3  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  com¬ 
posed  of  twenty-six  members,  as  follows: 

“(I)  Six  appointed  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  three  of  whom  shall  be  officers 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government, 
and  three  private  citizens,  all  of  whom  shall 
have  had  experience  or  familiarity  with  re¬ 
lations  between  the  levels  of  government; 

“(2)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of 
the  Senate,  who  shall  be  Members  of  the 
Senate; 

“(3)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  who  shall  be 
Members  of  the  House; 

“(4)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  eight  Governors  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Governors’  Conference; 

“(5)  Three  appointed  by  the  President 
from  a  panel,  of  at  least  six  members  of 
State  legislative  bodies  submitted  by  the 
board  of  managers  of  the  Council  of  State 
Governments; 

“(6)  Four  appointed  by  the  President 
from  a  panel  of  at  least  eight  mayors  sub¬ 
mitted  jointly  by  the  American  Municipal 
Association  and  the  United  States  Confer¬ 
ence  of  Mayors; 

“(7)  Three  appointed  by  the  President 
from  a  panel  of  at  least  six  elected  county 
officers  submitted  by  the  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  County  Officials. 

“(b)  The  members  appointed  from  private 
life  under  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  appointed  without  regard  to  politi¬ 
cal  affiliation;  of  each  class  of  members 
enumerated  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of 
subsection  (a),  two  shall  be  from  the  ma¬ 
jority  party  of  the  respective  houses;  of 
each  class  of  members  enumerated  in  para¬ 
graphs  (4),  (5),  (6),  and  (7)  of  subsection 
(a),  not  more  than  two  shall  be  from  any 
one  political  party;  of  each  class  of  members 
enumerated  in  paragraphs  (5),  (6)  and  (7) 
of  subsection  (a),  not  more  than  one  shall 
be  from  any  one  State;  at  least  two  of  the 
appointees  under  paragraph  (6)  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  shall  be  from  cities  under  five  hun¬ 
dred  thousand  population. 

“(c)  The  term  of  office  of  each  member 
of  the  Commission  shall  be-  two  years,  but 
members  shall  be  eligible  for  reappointment. 
“organization  of  the  commission 
“Sec.  4.  (a)  The  President  shall  convene 
the  Commission  within  ninety  days  follow¬ 
ing  enactment  of  this  Act  at  such  time  and 
place  as  he  may  designate  for  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  initial  meeting. 

“(b)  The  President  shall  designate  a 
Chairman  and  a  Vice  Chairman  from  among 
members  of  the  Commission. 

“(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  of 
the  Commission  shall  be  filled  in  the  same 
manner  in  which  the  original  appointment 
was  made;  except  that  where  the  number  of 
vacancies  is  fewer  than  the  number  of  mem¬ 
bers  specified  in  paragraphs  4,  5,  6,  and  7  of 
section  3(a),  each  panel  of  names  submitted 
in  accordance  with  the  aforementioned  para¬ 
graphs  shall  contain  at  least  two  names  for 
each  vacancy. 

“(d)  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in 
the  official  position  from  which  originally 
appointed  under  section  3(a),  his  place  on 
the  Commission  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
vacant. 

“(e)  Thirteen  members  of  the  Commission 
shall  constitute  a  quorum,  but  two  or  more 
members  shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  hearings. 


“duties  of  the  commission 

“Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Com¬ 
mission — 

“(1)  to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to 
make  such  studies  and  investigations  as  are 
necessary  or  desirable  in  the  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  2 
of  this  Act; 

“(2)  to  consider,  on  its  own  initiative, 
ways  and  means  for  fostering  better  rela¬ 
tions  between  the  levels  of  government; 

“(3)  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  on  or  before  Jan¬ 
uary  31  of  each  year.  The  Commission  may 
also  submit  such  additional  reports  to  the 
President,  to  the  Congress  or  any  committee 
of  the  Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of  govern¬ 
ment  or  organization  as  the  Commission  may 
deem  appropriate. 

“POWERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

“Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the 
authorization  of  the  Commission,  any  sub¬ 
committee  or  members  thereof,  may,  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  hold  such  hearings,  take  such  tes¬ 
timony,  and  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and 
places  as  the  Commission  deems  advisable. 
Any  member  authorized  by  the  Commission 
may  administer  oaths  or  affirmations  to  wit¬ 
nesses  appearing  before  the  Commission  or 
any  subcommittee  or  members  thereof. 

“(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instru¬ 
mentality  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government,  including  independent  agen¬ 
cies,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  furnish 
to  the  Commission,  upon  request  made  by 
the  Chairman  or  Vice  Chairman,  such  infor¬ 
mation  as  the  Commission  deems  necessary 
to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act. 

“(c)  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to 
appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of,  and  re¬ 
move  a  staff  director  without  regard  to  the 
civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act 
of  1949.  Such  appointment  shall  be  made 
solely  on  the  basis  of  fitness  to  perform  the 
duties  of  the  position  and  without  regard 
to  political  affiliation. 

“(d)  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  as  may  be  adopted  by  the  Commission, 
the  Chairman,  without  regard  to  the  civil 
service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949,  and  without  reference  to  political  af¬ 
filiation,  shall  have  the  power — 

“(1)  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of, 
and  remove  such  other  personnel  as  he  deems 
necessary; 

“(2)  to  procure  temporary  and  intermit¬ 
tent  services  to  the  same  extent  as  is  author¬ 
ized  by  section  15  of  the  Administrative 
Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  but  at 
rates  not  to  exceed  $50  a  day  for  individuals. 

“(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
Act,  persons  in  the  employ  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  under  subsections  (c)  and  (d)(1)  of 
this  section  shall  be  considered  to  be  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  for  all  purposes,  including — 
“(1)  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  2251-2267), 

“(2)  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Life 
Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
2091-2103), 

“(3)  annual  and  sick  leave,  and 
“(4)  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  835-842) . 

“(f)  No  individual  employed  in  the  serv¬ 
ice  of  the  Commission  shall  be  paid  compen¬ 
sation  for  such  employment  at  a  rate  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $20,000  per  annum. 

“COMPENSATION  OF  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

“Sec.  7.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission 
who  are  Members  of  Congress,  officers  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  Governors,  or  full-time  salaried  offi¬ 
cers  of  city  and  county  governments  shall 
serve  without  compensation  in  addition  to 
that  received  in  their  regular  public  employ¬ 
ment,  but  shall  be  allowed  necessary  travel 
expenses  (or,  in  the  alternative,  a  per  diem 
in  lieu  of  subsistence  and  mileage  not  to 
exceed  the  rates  prescribed  in  the  Travel  Ex- 
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pense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended) ,  without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  835-842),  the  Standard¬ 
ized  Government  Travel  Regulations,  or  sec¬ 
tion  10  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1933  (5  U.S.C. 
73b) ,  and  other  necessary  expenses  incurred 
by  them  in  the  performance  of  duties  vested 
in  the  Commission. 

“(b)  Members  of  the  Commission,  other 
than  those  to  whom  subsection  (a)  is  ap¬ 
plicable,  shall  receive  compensation  at  the 
rate  of  $50  per  day  for  each  day  they  are  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as 
members  of  the  Commission  and  shall  be 
entitled  to  reimbursement  for  travel,  sub-*, 
sistence,  and  other  necessary  expenses  in¬ 
curred  by  them  in  the  performance  of  their 
duties  as  members  of  the  Commission,  asj 
provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion. 

“authorization  of  appropriations 

“Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

L.  H.  Fountain, 

Overton  Brooks, 

Florence  P.  Dwyer. 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Edmund  S.  Muskie,  t 

Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  : 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  | 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  6904)  to  establish 
an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations,  submit  the  following 
statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of 
the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and 
recommended  in  the  accompanying  confer-  1 
ence  report: 

The  amendment  of  the  Senate  strikes  out  ;.i 
all  of  the  House  bill  after  the  enacting  | 
clause  and  inserts  a  substitute.  The  House 
recedes  from  its  disagreement  to  the  j 
amendment  of  the  Senate,  with  an  amend-  jj 
ment  which  is  substitute  for  both  the  - 
House  bill  and  the  Senate  amendment. 

Except  for  clerical  and  conforming 
amendments,  the  conference  substitute  is  ; 
substantially  the  same  as  the  House  bill,  j 
except  as  follows: 

The  House  bill  provided  for  a  membership  » 
of  25  members  on  the  Advisory  Commission  f 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations;  the  Sen-  f 
ate  amendment  provided  for  a  membership  . 
of  27  members.  The  conference  substitute  j 
provides  for  a  membership  of  26  members  on  1 
the  Commission. 

The  House  bill  provided  that  two  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commission  were  to  be  appointed 
from  a  panel  of  at  least  four  elected  county  | 
officers  submitted  by  the  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  County  Officials;  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  provided  that  four  members  were  to  | 
be  appointed  from  a  panel  of  at  least  eight  | 
elected  county  officers  so  submitted.  The 
conference  substitute  provides  that  three 
members  of  the  Commission  are  to  be  ap¬ 
pointed  from  a  panel  of  at  least  six  elected 
county  officers  submitted  by  such  associa¬ 
tion.  Under  the  conference  substitute,  not 
more  than  two  of  the  three  members  ap¬ 
pointed  from  such  panel  may  be  from  any 
one  political  party. 

The  conferees  express  the  hope  that  in 
selecting  a  panel  of  county  officers  for  sub¬ 
mission  to  the  President,  the  National  As¬ 
sociation  of  County  Officials  will  give  con¬ 
sideration  to  all  qualified  county  officers, 
regardless  of  whether  or  not  they  are 
affiliated  with  the  association. 

L.  H.  Fountain, 

Overton  Brooks, 

Florence  P.  Dwyer, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(H.R.  6904)  to  establish  an  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Re¬ 
lations,  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  statement  of  the  managers  oh  the 
part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the 
report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


'  DATE  OF  MEETING  OF  SECOND 
SESSION 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  House  joint  resolution  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  House  joint  reso¬ 
lution  as  follows: 

House  Joint  Resolution  531 
Resolved,,  That  the  second  regular  session 
of  the  Eighty-sixth  Congress  shall  begin  at 
noon  on  Wednesday,  January  6,  1960. 

v  The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
Nje  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas-, 
sa^husetts?  / 

There  was  no  objection.  / 

Th A.  House  joint  resolution  waj/or- 
dered  rh  be  engrossed  and  read  /third 
time,  was  read  the  third  timC,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table.  / 


DOCUMENT AR  si  EVIDENCE  IN  POS¬ 
SESSION  OF  THE  HOUSE  OF  REP¬ 
RESENT  ATIVESX/ 

Mr.  Me C ORM A Ck\  Mi' .  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  House  res/futioiXind  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  for  its  immediate  consid¬ 
eration.  /  \ 

The  Clerk/ead  the  HouseVesolution, 
as  follows/  X 

/house  Resolution  389  \ 

"  Whereas  by  the  privileges  of  this^House 
no  e\/fence  of  a  documentary  character 
unde/  the  control  and  in  the  possessiorhof 
the/House  of  Representatives  can,  by  tUe 
rrymdate  of  process  of  the  ordinary  court® 
or  justice,  be  taken  from  such  control  or 
possession  except  by  its  permission:  There¬ 
fore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  when  it  appears  by  the 
order  of  any  court  in  the  United  States  or 
a  judge  thereof,  or  of  any  legal  officer 
charged  with  the  administration  of  the 
orders  of  such  court  or  judge,  that  docu¬ 
mentary  evidence  in  the  possession  and 
under  the  control  of  the  House  is  needful 
for  use  in  any  court  of  justice  or  before 
any  judge  or  such  legal  officer,  for  the  pro¬ 
motion  of  justice,  this  House  will  take  such 
action  thereon  as  will  promote  the  ends  of 
justice  consistently  with  the  privileges  and 
rights  of  this  House;  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  during  any  recess  or  ad¬ 
journment  of  the  Eighty-sixth  Congress, 
when  a  subpena  or  other  order  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  or  disclosure  of  information  is  by 
the  due  process  of  any  court  in  the  United 
States  served  upon  any  Member,  officer,  or 
employee  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
directing  appearance  as  a  witness  before  the 
said  court  at  any  time  and  the  production 
of  certain  and  sundry  papers  in  the  posses¬ 
sion  and  under  the  control  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  that  any  such  Member,  of¬ 
ficer,  or  employee  of  the  House,  be  authorized 
to  appear  before  said  court  at  the  place  and 


time  named  in  any  such  subpena  or  order, 
but  no  papers  or  documents  in  the  posses/ 
sion  or  under  the  control  of  the  House  /i 
Representatives  shall  be  produced  in  Re¬ 
sponse  thereto;  and  be  it  further  / 

Resolved,  That  when  any  said  cot/  de¬ 
termines  upon  the  materiality  and  URe  rele¬ 
vancy  of  the  papers  or  documents /ailed  for 
in  the  subpena  or  other  order/then  said 
court,  through  any  of  its  offic/s  or  agents 
shall  have  full  permission  tor attend  with 
all  proper  parties  to  the  pre/edings  before 
said  court  and  at  a  place  /aider  the  orders 
and  control  of  the  HouseRf  Representatives 
and  take  copies  of  the/said  documents  or 
papers  and  the  Clerk/of  the  House  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  supply  certified  copies  of  such 
documents  that  th/court  has  found  to  be 
material  and  relRant  (except  that  under 
no  circumstance/ shall  any  minutes  or  tran¬ 
scripts  of  executive  sessions,  or  any  evidence 
of  witnesses  in  respect  thereto  be  disclosed 
or  copied), /Tor  shall  the  possession  of  said 
document/  and  papers  by  any  Member, 
officer,  <ur  employee  of  the  House  be  dis- 
turbedRr  removed  from  their  place  of  file 
or  custody  under  said  Member,  officer,  or 
emj/oyee;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  these  resolutions 
lR  transmitted  by  the  Clerk  of  the  House 
R  any  of  said  courts  whenever  such  writs 
of  subpena  or  other  orders  are  issued  and 
served  as  aforesaid. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  House  resolution  was  agreed  to, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


AUTHORIZING  THE  PRESIDENT  OF 
THE  SENATE  AND  THE  SPEAKER 
OF  THE  HOUSE  TO  SIGN  EN¬ 
ROLLED  BILLS 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  House  concurrent  resolution  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

House  Concurrent  Resolution  439 
Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  ( the  Senate  concurring),  That  not¬ 
withstanding  the  sine  die  adjournment  of  the 
two  Houses,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  President  of  the 
^Senate  be,  and  they  are  hereby,  authorized  to 
sicn  enrolled  bills  and  joint  resolutions  duly 
panged  by  the  two  Houses  and  found  truly 
enrolled. 

Th^BPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  HousXconcurrent  resolution  was 
agreed  to,  anma  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  tablX 


ADJOURNMENTyOF  CONGRESS 
SINE  TDIE 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  >Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  preferential  House  concurrent 
resolution  for  immediate  consideration . 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows 

House  Concurrent  ResolutiW  440 

Resolved,  That  the  two  HousesXf  Con¬ 
gress  shall  adjourn  on  Monday,  September 
14,  1959,  and  that  when  they  adjourn  <msaid 
day,  they  stand  adjourned  sine  die.  \ 

The  House  concurrent  resolution 
agreed  to.  ^ 


./ 
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gress  in  the  light  of  the  appropriations 
we  have  passed. 

Six  to  eight  months  will  have  elapsed 
since  the  programs  were  first  presented 
to\the  budget,  and  they  have  gone 
through  the  House  and  the  Senate,  and 
lots  ok.  things  are  changed  in  that  time. 
In  addition,  the  programs  have  to  be  re¬ 
vised  toNreflect  the  funds  actually  ap¬ 
propriates.  We  fully  recognize  that  it 
may  not  be  possible  or  even  desirable  for 
the  executive ''branch  to  reprogram  all  of 
the  appropriated  funds  in  detail  within 
60  days.  However,  by  that  time  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  certainly  should  have 
made  decisions  as  torthe  major  program 
elements.  We  want  the  Congress  to  be 
fully  informed  as  to  f?he  changes  that 
have  been  made.  As  additional  details 
are  worked  out,  I  would  expect  them  to 
be  passed  along  to  the  Congress,  so  the 
Congress  will  always  be  kepKcurrently 
and  fully  advised  about  the  program. 

Generally  speaking,  I  would  W,  if  I 
understand  the  statement  made  ov  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts,  his  understanding  of  the  purpose 
of  the  amendment  is  correct. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  thank  the' 
Senator.  Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  a  question  with  relation  to 
section  111  of  the  bill,  and  if  he  agrees 
with  me,  I  have  a  statement  to  make  to 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robert¬ 
son]  who  is  interested  in  that  section. 

The  reason  for  my  question  is  that  I 
would  like  to  make  a  motion  to  strike  out 
section  111. 

Section  111  relates  to  an  employee 
"who  has  left  employment  with  In¬ 
ternational  Cooperation  Administration 
within  2  years  from  the  date  of  employ¬ 
ment  with  said  person,  organization, 
company,  or  concern  or  any  of  its 
affiliates.” 

I  have  talked  with  the  Representative 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Passman],  who 
managed  this  bill  and  he  has  agreed 
that  the  amendment  goes  much  further 
than  he  believes  it  should  go. 

Under  the  language  as  it  is  included 
in  this  bill,  an  elevator  boy,  for  example, 
who  had  been  working  for  the  ICA  woul " 
be  prevented  from  accepting  employ¬ 
ment  specified  in  the  amendment. 

If  the  Senator  from  Arizona/ [Mr. 
Hayden]  and  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Robertson]  agree,  I  should  like  to 
offer  an  amendment,  and  if  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  accepted,  to  strike  put  this  lan¬ 
guage  so  the  section  will  /o  to  confer¬ 
ence,  and  we  can  rewrite  the  section  in 
conference  in  a  way  which  will  be  agree¬ 
able  to  the  House  and' to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  I  think  it  is 
highly  desirable  that  the  entire  para¬ 
graph  go  to  conference. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
the  attention/ f  the  junior  Senator  from 
Virginia  ha/  been  directed  to  the  very 
restrictive/provisions  in  the  House  bill 
which  prohibited  employment  for  a 
period y6f  2  years  of  anyone  who  had 
previously  been  employed  by  ICA  and 
he,  an  the  suggestion  of  the  Director  of 
th/ICA,  thought  he  would  ease  that 
striction  a  bit  by  rewording  of  the  lan- 
lage  so  that  it  would  not  apply  to  non¬ 
profit  organizations.  Now  he  under¬ 


stands,  in  a  way,  the  amendment  makes 
the  original  one  more  difficult  than  ever. 

Since  the  chairman  of  the  House  sub¬ 
committee  who  will  handle  this  section 
in  conference  would  prefer  that  we  re¬ 
move  the  House  language  completely 
and  then  to  send  it  to  a  conference,  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  has  no  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  to  eliminate  this  section. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  thank  the 
Senator.  I  move  to  strike  out  Section 
111. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  would  like  to  express 
my  concurrence  in  the  views  stated  by 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  that 
this  section  is  entirely  too  broad.  It 
would  be  quite  unworkable,  and  would 
be  unfair  to  corporations  dealing  with 
the  Government. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  assured 
me  he  would  move  to  strike  out  sectio: 
111,  and  so  I  am  glad  the  Senator  froj 
Massachusetts  has  made  that  motion. 
Mr.  S  ALTON  STALL*  I  should  be7glad 
have  the  majority  leader  ma/e  the 
mdtion, 

_  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  A  merely 

wanted  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  SA^tonstall]  to  knoWne  was  sup¬ 
ported  irKhis  position  by  the  Committee 
on  ForeignsRelations.  He  had  intended 
to  make  that,  motion  himself* 

The  PRESIDING/  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  to  strike  out  section 
HI. 

The  motion /as  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MUSK2E.  Mr^President,  I  call 
up  my  amerament. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  submitted  by\the  Senator 
from  Maine  will  be  stated/ 

TIbsChief  Clerk.  On  pa|&  19>  after 
lin/12,  it  is  proposed  to  insert. 

dvisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations 

For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions,  $100,000:  Provided,  That  this  apprOr 
priation  shall  be  effective  only  upon  the 
enactment  into  law  of  H.R.  6904. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
conferred  with  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee;  and  we  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Arizona. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Maine. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTER¬ 
GOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS— 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  6904)  to  estab¬ 
lish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  for  the  present  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  report. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read,  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  today.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  the  re¬ 
port  is  unanimous;  it  is  signed  by  all  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  both  the  House 
and  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record,  the 
statement,  contained  in  the  report  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  ex¬ 
plaining  the  conference  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(For  statement  by  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House,  explaining  the 
conference  report,  see  House  proceed¬ 
ings  of  today.) 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Maine  yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Does  the  conference 
report  call  for  a  substantial  change? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  The  only  change  is  in 
the  county  representation.  The  confer¬ 
ence  report  calls  for  a  decrease  from  four 
to  three  in  the  county  representation 
provided  in  the  Senate  version  of  the 
bill;  and  the  conference  report  calls  for 
an  increase  from  two  to  three  in  the 
county  representation  called  for  by  the 
House  version  of  the  bill.  In  other 
words,  the  conference  report  provides  for 
a  compromise  at  three. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Maine. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  report  was 
agreed  to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
motion  to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


\PREMIER  KHRUSHCHEV’S  VISIT 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  yes- 
tercfey  I  mailed  a  letter  to  Premier 
Nikifesk  Khrushchev.  My  message  was 
one  of/perhaps,  hundreds  which  will  be 
sent  to  IJr.  Khrushchev  following  an 
invitationpublished  in  Parade  magazine 
on  last  Sunday.  Parade  editors  sug¬ 
gested  that  i\would  be  appropriate  for 
citizens  of  the  \Jnited  States  to  write  to 
Mr.  Khrushchert\  Parade  further  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  communications  would  be 
delivered  to  the  Soviet  spokesman  at  the 
Russian  Embassy  in '  Washington,  D.C., 
shortly  after  his  arrival  in  the  National 
Capital.  v 

Mr.  President,  I  was  so  moved  by  the 
appealing  article  in  the  foriq.  of  a  letter 
to  Mr.  Khrushchev  in  Parade  <that  I  was 
impelled,  because  of  the  request,  and  the 
manner  in  which  it  was  couched/to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  proposal  that  men  and 
women  set  down  the  thoughts  they 
would  voice  to  the  Communist  leader  if 
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they  were  given  the  opportunity  to  talk 
ith  our  guest. 

fith  the  indulgence  of  the  Senate,  I 
thread  approximately  200  words,  the 
editors  of  Parade  having  indicated  that 
the  letters  should  be  kept  within  that 
length:  \ 

\  »  U.S.  Senate, 

September  11,  1959. 
Premier  NikitA\Khrushchev, 

Care  of  Parade,  \ 

New  York,  N.Y.  \ 

Dear  Mr.  Khrushchev  :  You  have  been 
asked  to  visit  the  United  States  so  that  you 
may  learn  the  truth  about  life  in  our  land. 
You  have  been  urged  tq  see  the  steel  mills 
of  Pittsburgh,  the  villages  of  New  England, 
and  the  corn  fields  of  Iowa.  Our  Secretary 
of  Defense  has  invited  yoik  to  Inspect  our 
missile  bases — and  one  of  ouf.greatest  poets 
has  suggested  that  you  visit  Harvard  Uni¬ 
versity.  \ 

All  of  this,  Mr.  Khrushchev,  is  so  that  you 
may  know  the  strength  and  variety  of 
America.  And  yet,  the  final  source\of  our 
strength  is  something  you  must  arrive  at 
by  knowledge  of  the  heart,  not  of  the  head. 
It  is  the ‘same  source  of  strength  that  shs 
tained  the  millions  of  Europeans — man. 
from  Czarist  Russia — in  their  journey  across 
the  Atlantic. 

It  is  the  belief  in  the  dignity  of  men — 
not  man  as  a  cosmic  abstraction — but  men 
as  living,  breathing,  loving  individuals  who 
know  the  meaning  of  joy  and  pain.  It  is 
the  belief  in  freedom  as  the  right  to  choose. 
It  is  the  belief  that  free  men  can  and  will 
create  a  future  of  finer  worth  for  the  in¬ 
dividual. 

This  is  what  we  mean  by  freedom  in 
America,  Mr.  Khrushchev.  It  is  not  perfect, 
and  it  is  not  complete.  But  neither  is  it 
merely  capitalistic  fiction,  nor  a  bourgeois 
dream. 

We  know  that  we  have  work  to  do  to 
make  our  ideals  a  reality  for  all  of  our  citi¬ 
zens.  But  this  we  believe:  as  a  free  nation 
we  will  reserve  the  rights  and  responsibili¬ 
ties  of  free  men  and  women — here  and 
among  our  allies — to  follow  the  path  of  their 
own  choosing.  Our  path  is  still  the  one 
blazed  by  Walt  Whitman  when  he  declared, 
“Produce  great  persons,  all  else  follows.” 

I  hope,  Mr.  Khrushchev,  that  during  your 
Journey  you  will  come  to  know  the  deep 
meaning  this  statement  has  for  the  free 
citizens  of  the  United  States. 

Sincerely, 

Jennings  Randolph. 

Mr.  President,  we  in  West  Virginia 
nave  a  State  motto  i  “Montani  Semper 
Liberi — Mountaineers  Are  Always  Free 
It  is  our  feeling  that  the  source 
strength  which  comes  from  suciy  a 
motto  is  not  only  symbolic  of  our /own 
citizenry,  within  the  State  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  but  is  a  challenge  providing  for  a 
sense  of  devotion  to  personal/freedom 
in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  on  September  6  there 
was  published  in  the  Washington  Post 
and  Times  Herald  the  Gfallup  poll  re¬ 
sults  which  indicate  thatcitizens  around 
the  world  approve  of /he  visits  between 
the  President  of  th/United  States  and 
the  Premier  of  thy  Soviet  Union..  The 
poll  was  conducted  not  only  by  means 
of  a  sampling  pi  the  opinions  of  men 
and  women  in  the  United  States,  but 
also  through  a  sampling  of  the  opinions 
of  people  An  12  other  countries  of 
^e,  .*  ask  unanimous  consent 

that  tlwarticle,  with  its  comment  and 
its  compilation  figures  be  printed  at  this 
pointan  the  Record. 

Theie  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
follows: 


Citizens  Around  World  Approve  Both  Visits 
(By  George  Gallup,  director,  American  In¬ 
stitute  of  Public  Opinion) 

Princeton,  N.J.,  September  5. — Despite 
criticism  from  certain  U.S.  officials,  the 
forthcoming  Eisenhower-Khrushchev  ex¬ 
change  of  visits  meets  with  a  resounding 
endorsement  from  citizens  around  the  globe. 

In  Paris,  New  Delhi,  West  Berlin,  New 
York,  and  other  key  cities  of  the  non-Com- 
munist  world  the  approval  of  bo.th  the 
Khrushchev  and  the  Eisenhower  visits  aver¬ 
ages  over  70  percent. 

And  the  man  in  the  street  in  Moscow  is 
just  as  enthusiastic  as  is  his  counterpart  in 
the  other  major  cities. 

On  few  issues  covered  by  the  World  Gallup 
Poll  has  such  widespread  international 
agreement  been  found. 

Behind  the  overwhelming  approval  of  the 
history-making  venture  in  personal  diplo¬ 
macy  are  two  important  factors: 

1.  There  is  little  fear  evident  In  any  of 
the  world  opinion  centers  included  in  the 
survey  that  such  an  exchange  means  any 
softening  of  basic  U.S.  attitudes  toward 
communism.  The  prevailing  interpretation 
put  on  the  American  decision  by  citizens 
around  the  world  is  that  such  a  move  is 

v  mainly  an  effort  to  reduce  tensions. 

2.  Although  few  citizens  in  any  of  the, 
'  ijor  cities  are  hopeful  of  a  great  deal  of 

progress  toward  easing  tension,  a  considof^ 
able\body  of  opinion  holds  that  at  Wast 
some  Steps  in  this  direction  may  resuiyrrom 
the  exchange- 

In  only\one  nation  did  disapproval  of  the 
visit  run  Tiigher  than  20  percent.  That 
came,  interestingly  enough,  in /he  United 
States. 

Here  is  how  the  views  in  t/e  13  nations — 
as  reflected  by  interviews  /  major  cities — 
line  up  on  the  Khrushchev  visit  to  the 
United  States: 


-  / 

\p* 

pi%ve 

Disap¬ 

prove 

No 

opin¬ 

ion 

Holland  (The  Hatue) . 

89 

\  8 

3 

West  GermanyXBerlin) . 

84 

\  6 

10 

Canada  (Toronto). _ . . 

78 

\° 

12 

Italy  (majorities).. . . 

78 

14 

Finland  (Helsinki) _ 

77 

\ 

22 

England  /fiatiomvide) _ 

76 

7 

V  17 

Uruguay  (Montevideo) 

74 

2 

\  12 

Franra/YParis) . . 

74 

4 

\  22 

Gre<r  (Athens) .  ........ 

73 

4 

\23 

SwXzerland  (Geneva) _ 

70 

18 

Nrfrway  (Oslo) _ 

65 

11 

2I 

Jfnited  States  (major  cities).. 

64 

23 

uT 

India  (Now  Delhi) _ 

44 

(‘) 

56 

1  Less  than  1  percent. 

And  here  are  the  views  on  the  forthcoming 
visit  of  Mr.  Eisenhower  to  the  Soviet  Union: 

[Percent] 


Ap- 

prove 

Disap¬ 

prove 

No 

opinion 

Holland . . . 

89 

7 

4 

West  Germany _ _ 

88 

5 

7 

Canada _ 

82 

8 

10 

Finland . . . 

79 

1 

20 

Italy . 

78 

7 

15 

England . 

76 

6 

18 

Uruguay _ _ _ 

73 

3 

24 

France _ _ _ 

73 

5 

22 

Greece . . . 

71 

6 

23 

Switzerland  . 

71 

18 

11 

United  States _ 

70 

18 

12 

Norway _ 

66 

11 

23 

India _ 

42 

1 
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Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  the 
Spirit  of  Jefferson-Farmers  Advocat 
an  excellent  newspaper  published/in 
Charlestown,  Jefferson  County,  W/Va,, 
set  forth  under  the  title  “Visit  by  Mr.  K” 
its  major  editorial  in  the  issue  dated 
September  10.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  thoughtful  observations  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record,  in 
connection  with  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Visit  syi  Mr.  K. 

It  seems  to  us  that  all  the  criticism  of 
President  Eisenhower  for  inviting  Nikita 
Khrushchev  is  /unwarranted.  Quite  con¬ 
trary  to  what  tine  critics  of  the  visit  are  say¬ 
ing,  no  royal/carpet  is  being  rolled  out.  It 
would  be  well  for  the  American  people  to 
put  the  vjffit  in  perspective:  It  represents  a 
sincere  attempt  by  an  American  President  to 
in  so  mg'  way  ease  the  international  tension. 
Thera/ can  be  no  harm  in  talking  to  Mr. 
Khnrfshchev.  After  all,  whether  we  like  it 
oMiot — and  we  don’t — he  is  the  spokesman 
fOr  a  world  power  that  will  not  disappear  in 
spite  of  all  our  wishing.  It  would  be  very 
nice  indeed  if  Mr.  Khrushchev  and  all  he 
stands  for  would  vanish,  but  unfortunately 
Russia  is  a  fact  and  Mr.  Khrushchev  is  a 
fact.  The  main  argument  against  the  visit 
is  that  it  may  serve  to  discourage  the  cap¬ 
tive  nations  in  their  hope  for  eventual  free¬ 
dom.  There  is  merit  to  this  argument,  but 
not  sufficient  merit  to  foreclose  the  hope 
that  by  negotiation  another  may  be  avoided. 

We  hope  the  President  every  success  in  his 
venture  in  personal  diplomacy.  The  world 
is  sick  of  worry  and  anxiety  and  the  con¬ 
stant  threat  of  war.  If  talks  by  President 
Eisenhower  and  Khrushchev  can  help  to 
abate  the  tensions  we  are  for  them. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
realize  that  the  forthcoming  exchange 
of  visits '  involves  a  certain  amount  of 
peril.  But  I  also  realize — and  I  state 
this  with  vigor  and  with  conviction  to 
my  colleagues — that  the  exchange  of 
visits  carries  with  it  significant  prom¬ 
ise.  In  this  instance,  I  prefer  to  stand 
on  the  side  of  promise,  rather  than  to , 
kneel  on  the  side  of  peril. 

I  am  sure  that  the  element  of  fear  is 
engendered  by  the  prospective  visits  be¬ 
tween  the  leaders  of  the  United  States 
ad  the  Soviet  Union.  Yet  I  wish  very 
m^ch  to  believe — and  I  so  state — that  in 
thi^effort  there  is  also  the  substance  of 
faitnS 

The Npath  to  peace  is  a  continuing 
search.  YThe  overriding  concern  of  un- 
numbereoSmillions  of  humans  calls  for 
forbearanciK.  and  forthrightness.  But 
we  must  never  cease  in  our  quest. 

Mr.  President  again  I  express  appre¬ 
ciation  to  my  \olleague,  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits],  for  yield¬ 
ing  to  me  at  this  Njae  for  these  obser¬ 
vations. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  my  colleague. 


In  this  first  sampling  of  public  opinion 
in  the  Soviet  capital  ever  made  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  polling  efforts  in  other  nations, 
obviously  the  poll  did  not  follow  estab¬ 
lished  scientific  and  objective  procedures 
which  characterize  most  survey  efforts  in 
other  nations.  Yet  it  is  representative  of 
many  segments  of  Moscow  society. 


COMMITMENTS  BY  THENFEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT  TO  THE  STATES  IN 
CONNECTION  WITH  THE\ROAD 
PROGRAM 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  shduld 
like  to  read  to  the  Senate  a  telegram*' 
have  received  from  Gov.  Edmund  gS 
Brown,  of  the  State  of  California: 


Septtmfcrt  :•  ^  ' 

. 

■  ,  .  ■  • 


' ' 


Public  Law  86-380 
86th  Congress,  H.  R.  6904 
September  24,  1959 

AN  ACT 

To  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

He  it  enacted  by  the  'Senate  and  Home  of  Re  present  a  five*  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

Section  1.  There  is  hereby  established  a  permanent  bipartisan  com¬ 
mission  to  be  known  as  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Commission". 

DECLARATION  OF  Pt'RPOSE 

Sec.  2.  Because  the  complexity  of  modern  life  intensifies  the  need 
in  a  federal  form  of  government  for  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordi¬ 
nation  of  activities  between  the  levels  of  government,  and  because 
population  growth  and  scientific  developments  portend  an  increas¬ 
ingly  complex  society  in  future  years,  it  is  essential  that  an  appro¬ 
priate  agency  be  established  to  give  continuing  attention  to  inter¬ 
governmental  problems. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Commission,  in  the  performance  of  its  duties, 
will — 

(1)  bring  together  representatives  of  the  Federal,  State,  and 
local  governments  for  the  consideration  of  common  problems; 

(2)  provide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  administration  and 
coordination  of  Federal  grant  and  other  programs  requiring 
intergovernmental  cooperat  ion ; 

(3)  give  critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and  controls 
involved  in  the  administration  of  Federal  grant  programs; 

(4)  make  available  technical  assistance  to  the  executive  and 
legislative  branches  of  the  Federal  Government  in  the  review  of 
proposed  legislation  to  determine  its  overall  effect  on  the  Federal 
system ; 

(5)  encourage  discussion  and  study  at  an  early  stage  of  emerg¬ 
ing  public  problems  that. are  likely  to  require  intergovernmental 
cooperation ; 

(6)  recommend,  within  the  framework  of  the  Constitution,  the 
most  desirable  allocation  of  governmental  functions,  responsi¬ 
bilities,  and  revenues  among  the  several  levels  of  government  ;  and 

(7)  recommend  methods  of  coordinating  and  simplifying  tax 
laws  and  administrative  practices  to  achieve  a  more  orderly  and 
less  competitive  fiscr 1  relationship  between  the  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment  and  to  reduce  the  burden  of  compliance  for  taxpayers. 

MEMBERSHIP  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed  of  twenty -six  mem- 
hers  as  follows  i 

(1)  Six  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  three  of 
whom  shall  be  officers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  and 
three  private  citizens,  all  of  whom  shall  have  had  experience  oi 
familiarity  with  relations  between  the  levels  of  government; 

(2)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Senate,  who  shall  be 
Members  of  the  Senate ; 

(3)  Three  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  who  shall  be  Members  of  the  House ; 
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(4)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at  least  eight 
Governors  submitted  by  the  Governors’  Conference ; 

(5)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at  least  six 
members  of  State  legislative  bodies  submitted  by  the  board  of  man¬ 
agers  of  the  Council  of  State  Governments ; 

(6)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at  least  eight 
mayors  submitted  jointly  by  the  American  Municipal  Association  and 
the  United  States  Conference  of  Mayors; 

(7)  Three  appointed  by  the  President  from  a  panel  of  at  least  six 
elected  county  officers  submitted  by  the  National  Association  of  County 
Officials. 

(b)  The  members  appointed  from  private  life  under  paragraph  (1) 
of  subsection  (a)  shall  be  appointed  without  regard  to  political 
affiliation;  of  each  class  of  members  enumerated  in  paragraphs  (2) 
and  (3)  of  subsection  (a),  two  shall  be  from  the  majority  party  of 
the  respective  houses ;  of  each  class  of  members  enumerated  in  para¬ 
graphs  (4),  (5),  (6),  and  (7)  of  subsection  (a),  not  more  than  two 
shall  be  from  any  one  political  party ;  of  each  class  of  members  enu¬ 
merated  in  paragraphs  (5),  (6)  and  (7)  of  subsection  (a),  not  more 
than  one  shall  be  from  any  one  State;  at  least  two  of  the  appointees 
under  paragraph  (6)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be  from  cities  under  five 
hundred  thousand  population. 

(c)  The  term  of  office  of  each  member  of  the  Commission  shall  be 

73  ST  AT.  704. _ two  years,  but  members  shall  be  eligible  for  reappointment. 

73  STAT.  705. 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  President  shall  convene  the  Commission  within 
ninety  days  following  enactment  of  this  Act  at  such  time  and  place  as 
he  may  designate  for  the  Commission's  initial  meeting. 

(b)  The  President  shall  designate  a  Chairman  and  a  Vice  Chairman 
from  among  members  of  the  Commission. 

(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the  Commission  shall  be 
filled  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the  original  appointment  was 
made;  except  that  where  the  number  of  vacancies  is  fewer  than  the 
number  of  members  specified  in  paragraphs  (4),  (5),  (6),  and  (7)  of 
section  3(a),  each  panel  of  names  submitted  in  accordance  with  the 
aforementioned  paragraphs  shall  contain  at  least  two  names  for  each 
vacancy. 

(d)  Where  any  member  ceases  to  serve  in  the  official  position  from 
which  originally  appointed  under  section  3(a),  his  place  on  the  Com¬ 
mission  shall  be  deemed  to  be  vacant. 

(e)  Thirteen  members  of  the  Commission  shall  constitute  a  quorum, 
but  two  or  more  members  shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the  purpose  of 
conducting  hearings. 


DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Commission — 

( 1)  .to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to  make  such  studies  and 
investigations  as  are  necessary  or  desirable  in  the  accomplishment 
of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  2  of  this  Act ; 

(2)  to  consider,  on  its  own  initiative,  ways  and  means  for  fos¬ 
tering  better  relations  between  the  levels  of  government ; 

Reports  to  (3)  to  submit  an  annual  report  to  the  President  and  the  Con- 

c ZlttlT  ^  -ress  ?n  or  before  January  31  of  each  year.  The  Commission 

6  may  also  submit  such  additional  reports  to  the  President,  to  the. 

Congress  or  any  committee  of  the  Congress,  and  to  any  unit  of 
government  or  organization  as  the  Commission  may  deem  appro¬ 
priate. 
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POWERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  G.  (a)  The  Commission  or,  on  the  authorization  of  the  Com¬ 
mission,  any  subcommittee  or  members  thereof,  may,  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  hold  such  hearings,  take 
such  testimony,  and  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and  places  as  the  Com¬ 
mission  deems  advisable.  Any  member  authorized  by  the  Commis- 
sion  may  administer  oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses  appearing: 

)C  /  i/  '  i  .7 m m  1  ss  1  ° 11  ^>r  any  subcommittee  or  members  thereof.  ^ 

(b)  Each  department,  agency,  and  instrumentality  of  the  executive 
blanch  of  the  Government,  including  independent  agencies,  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  furnish  to  the  Commission,  upon  request  tnade 
by  the  Chairman  or  Vice  Chairman,  such  information  as  the  Coin- 
mi/SS\01^i  ee^S  necessai7  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act. 

(c)  I  lie  Commission  shall  have  power  to  appoint,  tix  the  connien- 
sation  of,  and  remove  a  staff  director  without  regard  to  the  civil 
service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949.  Such  appointment 
shall  be  made  solely  on  the  basis  of  fitness  to  perform  the  duties  of  the 
position  and  without  regard  to  political  affiliation. 

(d)  Subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  adopted  by  the 
Commission,  the  Chairman,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service  laws 
*2“  the  classification  Act  of  1949,  and  without  reference  to  political 
affiliation,  shall  have  the  power — 

(1)  to  appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of,  and  remove  such  other 
personnel  as  he  deems  necessary, 

(2)  to  procui e  temporary  anti  intermittent  services  to  t lie  same 
extent  as  is  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Administrative 
Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  but  at  rates  not  to  exceed 
$50  a  day  for  individuals. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  persons  in  the  employ 
of  the  Commission  under  subsections  (c)  and  (d)(1)  of  this  section 
shall  be  considered  to  be  Federal  employees  for  all  purposes,  includ- 
ing — 

(1)  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  70  stat 
2251 — 2267) , 

(2)  the  Federal  Employees'  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2091-2103), 

(3)  annual  and  sick  leave,  and 

(4)  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
835—842) . 

(f)  No  individual  employed  in  the  service  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  paid  compensation  for  such  employment  at  a  rate  in  excess  of 
$20,000  per  annum. 


73  STAT.  705. 


73  STAT.  706. 
60  Stat.  810. 


743. 


68  Stat.  736. 


63  Stat.  166, 


COMPENSATION  OF  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress,  officers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government, 

Governors,  or  full-time  salaried  officers  of  city  and  county  govern¬ 
ments  shall  serve  without  compensation  in  addition  to  that  received  in 
their  regular  public  employment,  but  shall  be  allowed  necessary  travel 
expenses  (or,  in  the  alternative,  a  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence  and 
mileage  not  to  exceed  the  rates  prescribed  in  the  Travel  Expense  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended),  without  regard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C-  835—842),  the  Standardized  Government  stat.  166. 
Travel  Regulations,  or  section  10  of  the  Act  of  March  3, 1933  (5  U.S.C.  60  stat*  808« 
73b),  and  other  necessary  expenses  incurred  bv  them  in  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  duties  vested  in  the  Commission. 
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(b)  Members  of  the  Commission,  other  than  those  to  whom  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  is  applicable,  shall  receive  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $50 
per  day  for  each  day  they  are  engaged  in  the  performance  of  their 
duties  as  members  of  the  Commission  and  shall  be  entitled  to  reim¬ 
bursement  for  travel,  subsistence,  and  other  necessary  expenses  in¬ 
curred  by  them  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  members  of  the 
Commission,  as  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may 
he  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Approved  September  24,  1959. 


GPO  34139 


